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1. SUWWARY
On March 14, 1995, the EPA proposed national em ssion
standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for rotogravure
and w de-web fl exographic printing (60 FR 13664) under authority
of Section 112 of the anended CAA. Public comments were
requested on the proposal in the Federal Register. One hundred

sevent een commenters, conposed of State and | ocal air pollution
control agencies; trade associations for printers; ink

manuf acturers and control equi pnent manufacturers; printers; ink
manuf acturers; and citizens responded to the request.

The comments that were submtted and the responses to those
comments are summari zed in this docunent. The sunmary of
coments and responses serves as the basis for the revisions nade
to the standards between proposal and pronul gation.

1.1 SUMVARY OF CHANGES MADE SI NCE PROPOSAL

Several changes have been nmade since the proposal of these
standards. A discussion of these changes is provided in the
preanble to the final rule. A summary of the nmjor changes is
present ed bel ow.

1.1.1 Incidental Printing and Ancillary Printing Equi pnent

The final standard includes sinplified requirenents and does
not mandate em ssion controls for incidental printers.
I ncidental printers are a subgroup of product and packagi ng
rotogravure or w de-web fl exographic printing affected sources at
facilities that are major sources of HAP. Affected sources
within this subgroup are those which neet a nonthly threshold in
either materials applied or organic HAP applied on product and
packagi ng rotogravure and w de-web fl exographic printing presses.
Such affected sources would be subject only to initial
notification requirenments and recordkeepi ng requirenents to show
that one of the thresholds is net every nonth. [f, in any nonth,
such an affected source neets neither of the thresholds, then the
af fected source woul d becone subject to all relevant requirenments
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of the final standard and woul d no | onger qualify for inclusion
in the subgroup even if, in subsequent nonths, the affected
source did neet either of the thresholds.

The final standard also permts the owner or operator of a
product and packagi ng rotogravure or w de-web fl exographic
printing affected source to choose to exclude ancillary printing
equi pnent fromthe affected source. This equipnent is used
primarily for coating, |lam nating, or other operations besides
product and packagi ng rot ogravure and w de-web fl exographic
printing. Presses on which five weight-percent or |ess of the
total material applied each nonth is applied by rotogravure or
w de-web fl exographic print stations would be subject only to a
sinplified recordkeeping requirenent. The EPA believes it is
appropriate to provide the owner or operator with the option not
to subject these presses to the HAP em ssion limtations for
product and packagi ng and w de-web fl exographic printing in
863. 825 because the work being done on the rotogravure and w de-
web fl exographic print stations on these presses is ancillary to
t he work being done on other work stations (i.e., coating
stations) on these presses. The EPA is separately establishing
maxi mum achi evabl e control technol ogy (MACT) for other source
categories, such as the paper and other web coating source
category and the netal coil coating source category, which may be
nore appropriate for this type of equipnment. Ancillary printing
equi pnent, if excluded fromthis standard, wll be subject to the
appropriate source category standard when such a standard is
i ssued.

1.1.2 Research and Laboratory Equi pnent

All research and | aboratory equi pnent has been excluded from
the final standard whether or not it is collocated with
production facilities.

1.1.3 Addition of Presses to Existing Affected Sources
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Addi tion of presses to existing affected sources wll
subj ect the affected source to the conpliance deadline for new
sources if the additional press or presses constitutes a
reconstruction of the source. Additions, replacenents, and
nodi fications to existing sources which do not neet the
definition of reconstruction do not alter the conpliance
deadl i ne.
1.1.4 Affected Source for Product and Packagi ng Rot ogravure and

W de-web Fl exographic Printing Facilities

The final standard considers all product and packagi ng
rotogravure and w de-web fl exographic printing equi pnent at a
given facility as a single affected source. Conpliance with
reporting and recordkeeping requirenments for a single affected
source wll be | ess burdensone than conpliance on a press-by-
press basis. In addition, sources may achieve the required
em ssions reductions through affected source-wde limtation of
em ssions, including controlled and uncontroll ed presses. This
wll allow sources to conply in the nost cost-effective way and
w Il not require expensive control equipnment for small presses
which emt relatively small amounts of organic HAP if equival ent
em ssions reductions can be achi eved el sewhere within the
af fected source.

1.1.5 Oganic HAP Analysis Methods
The final standard adopts Method 311, as revised and

promul gated with the wood furniture NESHAP, for organi c HAP
analysis. Printers and i nk manufacturers have the option of
relying on fornmul ation data if the data neet specified criteria.
In the event of any discrepancy between fornul ation data and the
results of Method 311, the results of Method 311 shall be
presunmed to govern for all conpliance purposes.

In addition, the printer may determne the volatile matter
content of the material and use this value for the organic HAP
content for all conpliance purposes. This option may be useful
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if organic HAP makes up all or substantially all of the volatile
matter in an ink or other material.
1.1.6 Volatile Matter Analysis Methods

The final standard allows printers and i nk manufacturers the

option of relying on formulation data for volatile matter and
solids contents, in lieu of EPA Methods 24 and 24A. In the event
of any di screpancy between formul ation data and the results of
the EPA test nethods, the test nmethods shall be presuned to
govern for all conpliance purposes.

1.1.7 Conpliance Mnitoring for Catalytic Oxidizers

The final standard requires owners or operators using a
catal ytic oxidizer and nonitoring an operating paranmeter to
ensure conpliance with the standard to nonitor the tenperature
i mredi ately upstream of the catalyst bed. The requirenent to
nmonitor the tenperature downstream of the catal yst bed has been
elimnated. Since the operating paraneters are established
during a test under normal operating conditions, a downstream
tenperature nonitoring paranmeter mght be inpossible to neet
during periods when organic |oading to the oxidizer was | ower
than normal. This m ght have | ed to exceedances which were not
i ndi cative of inproper operating conditions or excessive
em ssi ons.

1.1.8 Additional Conpliance Options for Product and Packaging

Rot ogravure and Wde-web Fl exographic Printing Affected Sources
In order to make the conpliance options for |ow organic HAP

mat eri al s based on organic HAP content and solids applied
consistent wwth the definition of affected source, additional
means of denonstrating conpliance have been added to the final
rule. Affected sources nmay denonstrate that each materi al
applied neets either of the organic HAP thresholds, or that al
mat eri als on average neet either of the organic HAP threshol ds,
or that the organic HAP emitted is | ess than the organi c HAP

al l oned taking these thresholds into account. In addition,
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em ssions fromcontroll ed and uncontrol |l ed presses are aggregated
to determ ne conpliance with an organic HAP em ssion standard
applicable to the entire affected source.
1.1.9 Capture Efficiency Protocols and Test Methods

The final rule allows the use of alternate capture

efficiency protocols and test nethods which satisfy the criteria
of either the Data Quality Objective or Lower Confidence Limt
approaches. An appendi x descri bing these approaches has been
added to the final rule. Additional information on alternate
capture efficiency protocols and test nethods is available in
Quidelines for Determ ning Capture Efficiency, January 1995.

This docunent is attached to ItemNo. I1-B-3 in the project
docket .
1.1.10 Transition from Area Source to Major Source Status

A provision has been added to the final rule by which
owners or operators that have used the provisions of
863.820(a)(2) to establish the facility as an area source nmay
reestablish the facility as a major source. Such a source nust
conply with its HAP usage commtnents until it neets al
requi renents for major sources.
1.1.11 Definition of "Mnth"

The definition of "nonth" in the final rule has been changed
to include prespecified periods of 28 to 35 days.

1.1.12 Alternatives to Vent Stream Fl ow Rate Mnitoring

The final regulation includes alternatives to the vent
stream fl ow rate nmeasurenent requirenent.

Owners or operators of product and packagi ng rotogravure or
w de-web fl exographic presses with intermttently-controll able
work stations may, as alternatives to nmeasuring vent streamfl ow
rate, install flowindicators on the bypass |ines, secure bypass
line valves with | ocking nechanisns or car seals, continuously
nmoni t or bypass val ve position or equip the press with an
interlock preventing operation when the control device is
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bypassed. Sanpling lines for gas anal yzers and relief valves
needed for safety purposes are not considered bypass lines for
t he purposes of these provisions. Presses that do not have any
intermttently-controllable work stations are not subject to
t hese provi sions.
1.1.13 Extension of Deadline for Initial Notification

The final rule overrides the General Provisions and requires

initial notification for existing sources no |ater than one year
before the conpliance date. This will allow existing sources two
years fromthe date of promulgation of this standard. The EPA
believes that this wll provide adequate notice to ensure
conpl i ance.

1.1.14 Provisions for Optional Inclusion of Stand-alone Coating

Equi pnent
The final rule provides a nechani sm by which product and

packagi ng rotogravure and w de-web fl exographic printers may
i ncl ude stand-al one coating equipnment in their affected source.
This inclusion is optional and subject to certain eligibility
criteria. Coating equipnment may be covered by standards for
ot her source categories (e.g., Paper and Ot her Wb Coating) which
will be pronulgated in the future. |In order to avoid the
additional effort required to conply with two (or nore) separate
MACT standards, owners or operators of printing affected sources
may choose to subject this equipnment to regul ation under the
printing and publishing standard.

St and- al one coating equipnent is eligible for inclusion if
(1) it coats the sanme substrate as a rotogravure or w de-web
fl exographic press included in the affected source, or (2) it
applies a solids-containing material in common with a rotogravure
or wi de-web flexographic press included in the affected source,
or, (3) it shares a control device with a rotogravure or w de-web
fl exographic press included in the affected source. |In order to
t ake advantage of this provision, all eligible stand-al one
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coating equi pnment within the facility nust be included and no
product or packagi ng rotogravure or w de-web fl exographic presses
may be excluded fromthe affected source using the nechanismin
863.821(a)(2)(ii).

1.2 SUMVARY OF | MPACTS OF PROMULGATED ACTI ON

The final rule will reduce nationwi de em ssions of HAP by
approxi mately 6700 negagrans per year (ng/yr) (7400 tons per year
(tpy)). This will result froma reduction of approximtely
4,750 nmg/yr (5,220 tpy) frompublication rotogravure facilities
and an additional 1,940 ng/yr (2,140 tpy) from product and
package rotogravure and w de-web fl exographic printers.
Substantial reductions in em ssions of volatile organi c conpounds
(VOC) are also expected as a result of this rule. The VOC
reductions may be slightly greater than the HAP reductions if
af fected sources convert from HAP contai ni ng sol vent - based
materials to waterborne or radiation cured materi al s.

Alternately, the VOC reductions may be slightly |ess than the HAP
reductions if affected sources convert from HAP cont ai ni ng

sol vent-based materials to reduced HAP sol vent-based materials in
i eu of upgrading capture and control systens.

The nati onw de annual costs (including capital recovery) of
the final rule are estinated at $40 mllion per year. These costs
include $21 mllion per year for publication rotogravure printers
and $19 mllion per year for package and product rotogravure and
w de-web fl exographic printers. Cost estimates for publication
rotogravure printers remain unchanged fromthe proposed rule.

Esti mated costs for package and product rotogravure and w de-web
fl exographic printers are slightly less than those for the
proposed rule due to reductions in cost as a result of facility-
w de definition of affected source. The proposed rule was
determ ned not to have a significant economc inpact. No firns
or facilities were found to be at risk of closure as a result of
the standards and there was not a significant econom c inpact on
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a substantial nunber of small entities. Because conpliance costs
and reporting and recordkeepi ng burdens have been reduced in the
final rule, the economc inpact has not increased and renains

i nsignificant.

No significant secondary environnmental inpacts are expected
to occur as a result of this rule. The rule encourages
conversion of HAP based ink systens to ink systens based on non-
HAP substitutes. To the extent that printers adopt waterborne
i nk systens, sone reduction in the production of Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act regul ated hazardous waste, and sone
i ncrease in discharges of wastewater to publicly owned treatnent
pl ants may occur.

A net increase in consunption of electricity is expected to
occur as a result of increased fan horsepower requirenents in
systens which are retrofit to inprove capture efficiency.

I ndi vidual facilities that choose to conply through partial or
conplete elimnation of solvent borne ink systens in favor of
wat erborne or radiation cure ink systens wll use |ess
electricity. Because it is inpossible to predict the extent to
whi ch various conpliance strategies (i.e., inproved capture and
control, conversion to non-HAP sol vent-borne materials, or
conversion to waterborne or radiation cure materials), the net

i npact of the rule on electricity consunption has not been
esti mat ed.
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2. SUWARY COF PUBLI C COMVENTS

A total of 117 letters comrenting on the proposed standard

were received. A list of commenters, their affiliations, and the

EPA docket item nunber assigned to their correspondence are given

in Table 2-1. The comments have been categorized under the
foll ow ng topics:

Synthetic Area Source Mechani sm

Definition of Major Source

Transition from Area Source to Major Source

Once in/Always in

Research and Laboratory Operations

New Source MACT

Affected Source at Publication Facilities

W de- Wb Fl exographic Printing Facilities

© = ®NOU NN

Definitions
10. Reporting

Affected Source at Product and Packagi ng Rotogravure and

11. Level of Control for Product and Packagi ng Rot ogravure

and W de-Web Fl exographic Printing Affected Sources
12. Level of Control for Publication Affected Sources

13. Standards for Product and Packagi ng Rotogravure and

W de- Wb Fl exographic Printing Affected Sources

14. Conpliance for Publication Rotogravure Affected Sources

15. Monitoring

16. Conpliance Dates for New sources

17. Conpliance Dates-CGeneral |ssues

18. HAP Content determ nation

19. Method 24/ 24A

20. xidi zer Term nol ogy

21. Conpliance Denonstration-Ceneral |ssues

22. Compliance Denonstration for Catalytic Oxidizers
23. Conmpliance Denonstration for Capture Efficiency
24. Startup/shutdown | ssues
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25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

Recor dkeepi ng

Printing/ Coating |ssues

Standard for Litho and Heatset Printing
Units

d ycol ethers

Summary Tabl e in Regul ation

CGeneral Provisions Cross Reference Table
Validity of Cost Analysis

| nt erchangeability

State Air Toxics Prograns

Al ternate Test Mt hods

Work Practice Standards

| nnovati ve Technol ogi es

Due Process

Exenption for Newy Listed HAP
Feasibility of Materials Substitution
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TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMVENTERS ON NATI ONAL EM SSI ON STANDARDS
FOR THE PRI NTI NG AND PUBLI SHI NG | NDUSTRY

| tem Number in

Docket A-92-42 Commenter and Affiliation

IV-D- 1 T. A Loredo, Reynolds Metals Conpany, Flexible
Packagi ng Di vi sion

| V-D 2 E. W Sienering, Federal Paper Board Conpany

| V-D- 3 C. Wi senant, Shanrock Corporation

| V-D-4 F. Shapiro, PF Technical Services

| V-D- 5 V. W Ducker, Ecusta

| V-D-6 D. P. Sankot, Color Converting Industries

| V-D-7 D. L. McKinnon, Mnufacturers of Em ssions
Control s Associ ation

| V-D-8 A M Friedman, Starlight Flexible Packagi ng

| V-D-9 Unsi gned

| V-D- 10 M L. Ashenbrenner, Little Rapids Corporation

| V-D- 11 M A Schilling, TUFCO I ndustries, Incorporated

| V-D 12 D. Sullivan, Fox Converting, |ncorporated

| V-D- 13 M Prabhu, Solar Press, Incorporated

| V-D 14 D. R Pendl eton, Texas Natural Resource
Conservati on Conm ssion

| V- D- 15 R Denni son, Gravure Association of Anerica

| V-D- 16 K. S. Barnett, Al um num Corporation of Anerica

| V-D 17 T. A Loredo, Reynolds Metals Conpany, Flexible
Packagi ng Di vi sion

| V-D- 18 D. A Jurewi cz, Stone Container Corporation

| V-D-19 P. R Addison, Print Flex, Incorporated
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| V- D- 20 1l egi bl e signature
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TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMWENTERS ON THE PROPOSED NESHAP FOR
THE PRI NTI NG AND PUBLI SHI NG | NDUSTRY ( CONTI NUED)

| tem Number in

Docket A-92-42 Commenter and Affiliation

| V-D- 21 J. H Sutphin, National Association of Printing
| nk Manuf acturers, |ncorporated

| V- D 22 |1l egible signature, M & D Industries
I nternational, Incorporated

| V-D- 23 F. G Christeson, DE COR G avure Corporation

| V-D 24 J. Gll, Interflex G oup

| V- D 25 T. Warlick, G aphic Packagi ng Corporation

| V-D- 26 K. Lee, Shorewood Packagi ng

| V- D 27 R Bronstein, U S. Converting, |ncorporated

| V-D- 28 K. Flackam |INX International, |ncorporated

| V-D 29 R E. Heskett, Bem s Conpany, I|ncorporated

| V-D- 30 1l egible signature, Squareshooter Candy Conpany

| V-D 31 S. Shaw, Bema Fil m Systens, |ncorporated

| V- D 32 R Kline, G aphic Packagi ng Corporation

| V- D 33 R H MIller, Janmes Ri ver Corporation

| V-D- 34 G A Morris, Sandusky Vinyl Products Corporation

| V-D- 35 G J. Sullivan, Little Falls Color-Print

| V- D- 36 M G Wagonik, Flexible Packagi ng Associ ation

| V- D 37 N. Zlotkin, Air Pollution Control District, County
of San Di ego

| V-D- 38 R H Colby and D. F. Theiler, STAPPA/ ALAPCO,

State and Territorial Ar Pollution Program
Adm ni strators and the Associ ation of Local Air
Pollution Control O ficials
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TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMWENTERS ON THE PROPOSED NESHAP FOR
THE PRI NTI NG AND PUBLI SHI NG | NDUSTRY ( CONTI NUED)

| tem Number in
Docket A-92-42 Commenter and Affiliation

| V-D 39 R D. Fletcher, State of California, California
Envi ronmental Protection Agency
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TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMWENTERS ON THE PROPOSED NESHAP FOR
THE PRI NTI NG AND PUBLI SHI NG | NDUSTRY ( CONTI NUED)

| tem Number in

Docket A-92-42 Commenter and Affiliation

| V-D- 40 W E. Bachman, GenCorp
| V-D- 41 C. Martin, Plas-Techs, |ncorporated
| V-D-42 C. Yedi nak, Northstar Print G oup
| V-D- 43 F. Jelalian, Accutech International
| V-D- 44 D. Redding, Duralam |Incorporated
| V-D- 45 Il egi ble signature, Waterl ox Coatings Corporation
| V-D- 46 1l egi bl e signature
| V- D- 47 Il egi ble signature, Fornel Industries,
| ncor por at ed
| V-D-48 G T. McCarter, Fres-co System USA, |ncor porated
| V- D49 C. Twaroski, M nnesota Pollution Control Agency
| V-D- 50 R D. Robi nson, Borden, Incorporated
| V-D- 51 J. EE Walther and S. H Murer, Janmes R ver
Cor poration
| V-D- 52 K. Orsborne, Flint Ink Corporation
| V-D- 53 D. G Ellison, Anerican National Can Conpany
| V-D- 54 L. J. Liszewski, Eastnman Kodak Conpany
| V- D- 55 |1l egi ble signature, Prestige-Pak, Incorporated
| V-D- 56 M J. Wax, Institute of Clean Air Conpanies
| V- D- 57 J. R Schrader, Printworld, Division of
Technogr aphi cs, | ncor porated
| V- D- 58 1l egible signature, Zorn Packagi ng, |ncorporated
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TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMWENTERS ON THE PROPOSED NESHAP FOR
THE PRI NTI NG AND PUBLI SHI NG | NDUSTRY ( CONTI NUED)

| tem Number in

Docket A-92-42 Commenter _and Affiliation
| V-D- 59 D. Roeing, Croda I nks Corporation
| V-D- 60 J. L. Murphy, Westvaco

2-8



TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMWENTERS ON THE PROPOSED NESHAP FOR
THE PRI NTI NG AND PUBLI SHI NG | NDUSTRY ( CONTI NUED)

| tem Number in

Docket A-92-42 Commenter and Affiliation

| V-D-61 D. Wefring, 3M Environnental Engi neering and
Pol [ uti on Control

| V- D 62 L. A Spurlock, Chem cal Mnufacturers Associ ation

| V-D- 63 D. W Marshall, Union Canp Corporation

| V- D- 64 J. Kraener

| V-D- 65 L. Gallins, Hal sted Corporation

| V-D- 66 T. A Elliott, Zeneca, Incorporated

| V-D- 67 H E. Coffey, Westvaco

| V-D- 68 Two illegible signatures, Wil den Paper Services,
| ncor por at ed

| V- D- 69 L. H GColdstein, Colonial Transparent Products
Conpany, | ncor porat ed

| V-D- 70 W A Riessen, B & D Plastics, |ncorporated

| V- D- 70A L. G GuMn, Julian B. Slevin Conpany

IV-D- 71 R Crei ghton, Package-Craft, Incorporated

| V-D- 72 |1l egi ble signature, Northern Expediting
Cor poration

| V-D- 73 T. H Jones, Precision Packagi ng, |ncorporated

| V-D- 74 Il egi ble signature, G aphic Creation Stationery &
School Supply, |ncorporated

| V-D- 75 Il egi ble signature, Ohio Valley Converting,
Limted

| V-D- 76 S. G Mishall, Manni ngton

| V-D 77 H Mchail, Magruder Col or Conpany
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TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMWENTERS ON THE PROPOSED NESHAP FOR
THE PRI NTI NG AND PUBLI SHI NG | NDUSTRY ( CONTI NUED)

| tem Number in
Docket A-92-42 Commenter and Affiliation

| V-D- 78 |1l egi ble signature, Lally-Pak, |ncorporated
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TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMWENTERS ON THE PROPOSED NESHAP FOR
THE PRI NTI NG AND PUBLI SHI NG | NDUSTRY ( CONTI NUED)

| tem Number in

Docket A-92-42 Commenter and Affiliation

| V-D- 79 M Fe! dstein, Bay Area Air Quality Managenent
D strict

| V- D- 80 J. L. Shumaker, International Paper

| V-D- 81 J. A Dege, DuPont SHE Excell ence Center

| V- D- 82 K. Z. Kl aber, Environnental Resources Managenent,
| ncor por at ed

| V- D- 83 D M CGorewitz, Longview Fibre Conpany

| V-D- 84 M E Ward, R J. Reynolds Tobacco Conpany

| V-D- 85 R C Barnard, Fonda G oup, |ncorporated

| V- D- 86 D. Chaffee, Sancoa |International

| V- D- 87 J. M Daley

| V- D- 88 J. P Leyden, South Coast Air Quality Managenent
D strict

| V- D- 89 1l egible signature, Package Printing Conpany,
| ncor por at ed

| V-D- 90 R C. Rhodes, Universal Packagi ng Corporation

| V-D- 91 G Kaufman, Manhattan Poly Bag Corporation

| V-D- 92 J. D. Eichenlaub, Trinity Packagi ng Corporation

| V-D- 93 B. V. Trave, Bem s Conpany, | ncorporated

| V-D-94 R Bennett, Utra-Creative Corporation

| V- D- 95 R A Know es, Huntsman Packagi ng Corporation

| V-D- 96 G T. Richards, Vitex Packagi ng, |ncorporated

| V-D 97 D. Larson, Bem s Conpany, |ncorporated
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TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMWENTERS ON THE PROPOSED NESHAP FOR
THE PRI NTI NG AND PUBLI SHI NG | NDUSTRY ( CONTI NUED)

| tem Number in
Docket A-92-42 Commenter and Affiliation

| V-D- 98 D. C Cook, Printpak, Incorporated
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TABLE 2-1. LIST OF COMWENTERS ON THE PROPOSED NESHAP FOR
THE PRI NTI NG AND PUBLI SHI NG | NDUSTRY ( CONTI NUED)

| tem Number in

Docket A-92-42 Commenter and Affiliation

| V- D- 99 T. Sattis, Gaphic Packagi ng Corporation

| V-D- 100 T. Sal o, Apple Converting

| V-D 101 L. Cowert, Dixie Packaging, |ncorporated

| V-D 102 L. Pietroski, Berw ck Industries, I|ncorporated

| V-D- 103 1l egible signature, Metropolitan Packagi ng
Manuf act uri ng Corporation

| V- D- 104 J. P. Duhig, Fortune Plastics, |ncorporated

| V- D- 105 E. Jones, International Converter, |ncorporated

| V-D- 106 T. Tellez, Poly-Pak Industries, Incorporated

| V- D- 107 Il egi bl e signature

| V- D- 108 S. A Moyer

| V-D 109 L. MO ure, Bem s Conpany, I|ncorporated

| V-D- 110 H Rothchild, Poly Plastic Packagi ng Conpany,
| ncor por at ed

| V-D 111 A. Kuehl, dynpic Packagi ng, |ncorporated

| V-D- 112 T. A Augurt, Propper Manufacturing Conpany,
| ncor por at ed

| V-D-113 B. L. Adsen, RollPrint Packagi ng Products,
| ncor por at ed

| V-D- 114 |1l egi ble signature, Fabricon Products

| V- D- 115 |1l egi ble signature, Union Industries

| V-D- 116 S. Castellan, G aphic Packagi ng Corporation
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2.1 SYNTHETI C AREA SOURCE MECHANI SM

Comment: A nunber of comments were recei ved suggesting
sinplified nmechanisns for establishing synthetic area source
status. Three comenters recomrended strategies involving state
operating permts. Commenter |V-D 36 suggested accepting
em ssions limtations under "Federally Exenpt State Permts."
Commenter |V-D- 63 suggested grandfathering facilities which
presently have state operating permts which incorporate HAP
emssion limts. Comenters |[V-D-49 and | V-D 63 suggested
al l om ng case-by-case operating restrictions within State
permts.

Seven comment ers suggested specific nmechanisns to establish
area source status. Commenter |V-D 14 suggested that sources
determ ne em ssions using initial capture and control device test
data in conjunction with actual ink usage rates and HAP contents.
| f oxidizers were used, continuous tenperature nonitoring would
be required. The sources would maintain nonthly records of
cal cul ated em ssion rates and provide an annual self-certified
report. If physical limtations prevented a source fromemtting
at threshold levels (presumably a source so small or so slow that
it could never use threshold levels of HAP) then a onetine
certification would suffice. Comrenter |V-D 53 suggested the use
of capture and control device test data and fornul ation data to
establish that em ssions were 90 percent or |ess of the 10/ 25
threshold. Sources would be required to naintain records to
denonstrate this on a twelve nonth rolling average basis.
Comment er |V-D- 98 suggested having the source report actua
em ssions (taking into account docunented capture and control
efficiencies) to the permtting authority on a quarterly basis.

Commenter |V-D-80 suggested cal cul ating actual em ssions
based on overall control efficiency testing and then requiring
nmoni tori ng, recordkeeping, and reporting only with respect to
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conformty wth an operating and nmai ntenance plan for the control
equi pnent .

Comrenter |V-D 39 suggested that major sources that
establish the existence of control devices which [imt em ssions
to bel ow threshold anounts be treated in accordance with the
John Seitz nmenoranda of 1/25/95 and 5/16/95; and that these
sources not be required to maintain a Title V permt.

Commenter |V-D- 79 suggested a sinplified cutoff based on
quantity of materials used (e.g., 250 gallons per nonth, as in
wood furniture); the comm tnent procedure could take the form of
a signed statenent submtted before the final conpliance date.
Very small facilities (2 tons/5 tons) could denonstrate
conpliance on request of the regulatory authority w thout any
commtnment. Comenter |V-D 18 suggested using the Superfund
Amendnent s and Reorgani zati on Act (SARA) 313 annual recordkeeping
and reporting to establish em ssions bel ow the 10/ 25 threshol d.

Two comenters (1V-D-39 and |1 V-D-53) suggested excl udi ng
area sources froma requirenent for a Part 70 permt.

Commenter |V-D- 53 requested explicit |anguage that 863.821(d) of
the proposed rule applies only to major sources.

Response: The synthetic area source nmechanismin 863. 820
has been retained. This is not intended to preclude the use of
ot her mechani sns based on Federally enforceable limtations on
potential-to-emt. These nmechanisns are described in the
response included in section 2.2 below. As described bel ow,
maj or source status is not determ ned by actual HAP em ssions or
actual HAP use. Any limtations on potential-to-emt nust be
physical (e.g., size, capacity, speed, materials conpatibility)
or Federally enforceable conmtnments (or certain State-
enforceable conmtnents which are practically effective).

Addi tional information is provided in the EPA's "Interim Policy
of Federal Enforceability of Limtations on Potential to Emt"
(Docket Item|V-B-2).
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Provi sions by which sources can establish area source status
based on the use of control devices have not been added to the
rule. Major source status is determned by facility-w de
potential-to-emt. The use of control equipnent to control
em ssions from affected sources under this rule mght not ensure
area source status because of potential em ssions fromcoll ocated
af fected sources subject to other source categories. In making
and denonstrating conpliance with area source commtnents outside
of this rule for facilities with controlled printing presses, the
procedures in this rule for determ ning HAP content, capture
efficiency, control device efficiency, nonitoring and
recordkeeping may be useful in limting the potential to emt
fromthe controlled printing presses.

Sinplified requirenents have been added to the final
standard for incidental printers. These are major sources which
operate product and packagi ng and w de-web fl exographic printing
presses that apply relatively small anounts of material or apply
relatively small quantities of HAP. Sources which apply no nore
t han 500 kil ograms (kg) per nonth of materials on product and
packagi ng rotogravure and w de-web fl exographic printing presses,
or no nore than 400 kg per nonth of organic HAP on product and
packagi ng rotogravure and w de-web fl exographic printing presses
are subject only to greatly sinplified recordkeepi ng
requirenments.

In addition, owners or operators of ancillary printing
equi pnent may exclude this equi pnent fromthe affected source.
Ancillary printing equi pnent is equi pnent which is used primarily
for coating, lamnating, or printing by processes other than
product and packagi ng rotogravure and w de-web fl exographic
printing. Presses on which five weight-percent or |ess of the
total material applied each nonth is applied by rotogravure or
w de-web fl exographic print stations would be subject only to a
sinplified recordkeepi ng requirenent.
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The requirenent to apply for and obtain a Part 70 permt is
not exclusively based on Title Ill (HAP). Oher pollutants, at
| evel s which vary by location, and requirenents of State
i npl enentation plans also affect Part 70 permt requirenents.
The area source provisions within the rule do not obligate the
source to obtain a Part 70 permt, nor do they exenpt the source
fromother requirenents to which it is subject. Consistent with
the EPA's Decenber 1995 proposal to anmend the NESHAP for Chrom um
El ectropl ati ng, nonmaj or sources are not required to obtain
Title V operating permts.
2.2 DEFI NI TI ON OF MAJOR SOURCE
Comment: Seven commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-15, |V-D 36
IV-D-51, IV-D-53, IV-D63, IV-D-79, and |V-D 84) suggested basing
maj or source status on HAP em ssions as opposed to HAP use. Five
of the seven (IV-D-1, I1V-D-36, IV-D-53, 1V-D-63, and |V-D 84)
further suggested that major source status should be based on
organi ¢ HAP use, as inorganic HAP are not regul ated under the
proposed standard. Commenter |V-D 36 specifically reconmmended
excl usion of organic HAP which is not emtted (such as
di butyl pht hal ate) fromthe determ nation of mmjor source status.
Commenters |1V-D-38 and | V-D-51 suggested exenpting smal |
printing operations |ocated at facilities that are nmajor sources
as a result of other operations. Commenter |V-D 51 suggested
establishing a de mnims quantity of HAP use for these
operations, or alternately allowng the source to commt to a
5/10 threshol d based on HAP use and confirmthis by maintaining
materi al safety data sheets (MSDS) and records of materials used.
Response: Major source status is determ ned based on
"potential -to-emt" as defined in the General Provisions, 863. 2,
as opposed to actual em ssions or HAP usage for any particul ar
year. Potential-to-emt nmeans the maxi num capacity of a
stationary source to emt a pollutant under its physical and
oper ati onal design. Any physical or operational limtation on the
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capacity of the stationary source to emit a pollutant, including
air pollution control equipnent and restrictions on hours of
operation or on the type or anount of material conbusted, stored
or processed, shall be treated as part of its design if the
[imtation or the effect it would have on em ssions is Federally
enf or ceabl e.

Federally enforceable limts on potential-to-emt can be
obt ai ned t hrough new source review permts, permts issued under
State operating permt prograns adopted in State inplenentation
pl ans and approved by the EPA (extended to HAP), Title V
operating permts, State inplenmentation plan limts for
i ndi vi dual sources, Section 112(1) State HAP prograns, or State-
created protocols included in a Section 112(1) provision. O her
mechani snms may al so be avail abl e.

Nonvol atile materials, including many netallic conpounds,
may not be capable of being emtted as air pollutants. Use of
mat eri al s whi ch have no potential for emssion to the air do not
af fect maj or source status. However, the definition of
"hazardous air pollutant” in 8112(b) of the CAA (including al
inorganic HAP) is the basis for making maj or source
determnations if the facility has the potential to emt such
pollutants (even if they are not controlled by this standard).

The CAA defines "nmjor source" to nmean "any stationary
source or group of stationary sources [enphasis added] | ocated

wi thin a contiguous area and under common control that emts or
has the potential to emt considering controls, in the aggregate,

[ enphasi s added] 10 tpy or nore of any hazardous air pollutant or
25 tpy or nore of any conbination of hazardous air pollutants.”
The EPA interprets this to all ow aggregati on of sources across
source categories at a facility in determ ning major source
st at us.

Sinplified provisions have been added to the final rule for
incidental printers. These are small printing operations |ocated
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at facilities which are major sources principally as a result of
ot her operations. These sources are subject only to sinplified
recor dkeepi ng requirenents.

2.3 TRANSI TI ON FROM AREA SOURCE TO MAJOR SOURCE

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-15 requested that a provision
allowing a transition period for a newy designhated naj or source
to come into conpliance be incorporated in the rule. The
proposal makes no all owance for a source to make this transition
w thout being in violation of the standard.

Response: The owner or operator of an area source intending
to increase the capacity of the facility to the extent that it
woul d beconme a major source is required to apply for and obtain a
Title V permit. The owner or operator of an area source seeking
to renove a provision limting potential-to-emt fromthe
source's Title V permt nust apply for and obtain a permt
nodi fication. Any new area source that beconmes a major affected
source nust conply with the standard upon becom ng a nmj or
source. Any existing area source that becones a major affected
source must conply with the standard by the existing source
conpliance date or upon becom ng a major source, whichever is
| ater.

A provision has been added to the final rule in
863.820(a) (6) which provides a nechanismfor owners or operators
t hat have used the provisions of 863.820(a)(2) to establish the
facility as an area source to reestablish the facility as a major
source. Such a source nust continue to conply with its HAP usage
commtnents until it neets all requirenents for major sources.
2.4 ONCE I N ALVAYS I N

Comment: Commenters IV-D-14 and 1V-D-15 stated that this
policy elimnates an incentive for conpanies to reduce HAP
em ssions. Three commenters (IV-D-14, |1V-D-49 and |V-D 84)
requested the inclusion of a provision for major sources to alter
their operations and becone area sources. Comenter |V-D 14
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recomend a nmechanismfor attaining synthetic area source status
t hrough docunentati on of nmonthly records of em ssion rates and an
annual report. |If physical nodifications are nade to elimnate
the possibility of major source | evel em ssions, a onetine
certification is suggested. Commenters |IV-D-49 and |V-D- 84
request some nmechanismto attain synthetic area source status
after elimnating HAP use or reducing HAP use below a de mnims
| evel .

Commenters |1V-D-36 and | V-D- 53 request a provision for
retaining area source status after a violation of the comm tnent.
Comrent er |V-D 84 suggested an appeal process whereby facilities
w th onetime exceedances can maintain area source status.

Response: The EPA believes that the "once in, always in"
policy follows nost naturally fromthe | anguage and structure of
the CAA. I n many cases, application of maxi num achi evabl e
control technology (MACT) will reduce a major emtter's em ssions
to levels substantially bel ow the major source threshol ds.
Wthout a "once in, always in" policy, these facilities could
"backslide" from MACT control |evels by obtaining potential-to-
emt limts, escaping applicability of the MACT standard, and
i ncreasing emssions to the major source threshold (10/25 tpy).
Thus, the maxi num achi evabl e em ssi ons reductions that Congress
mandat ed for maj or sources would not be achieved. A "once in,
al ways in" policy ensures that the MACT em ssion reductions are
permanent, and that the health and environnmental protection
provi ded by MACT standards is not underm ned.

This issue was addressed in a May 16, 1995 neno "Potenti al
to Emt for MACT Standards--CGui dance on Timng |ssues” from
John Seitz, Director of the Ofice of Air Quality Planning and
Standards, to the directors of Regions | through X
(Docket Item1V-B-2), and further discussed in the Background
| nformati on Docunent (BID) for the promul gated NESHAP for Wod
Furni ture Manufacturing Qperations (EPA-453/ R-95-018b).
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2.5 RESEARCH AND LABORATORY OPERATI ONS

Comment: Ei ght comments were received requesting varying
degrees of exenption for research and | aboratory equi pnent. Five
commenters (IV-D-15, IV-D-36, |IV-D-61, IV-D-63, |1V-D 80, and
| V- D- 84) suggested exenpting all research and devel opnent
activities fromthe standard. Commenter |V-D-80 stated that the
pur pose and operation of a research press is independent of its
| ocation. Commenter |V-D 63 suggested exenpting research and
devel opnment activities which are collocated with production;
these are the only research and devel opnent activities expected
to be affected by the proposed rule. Commenter |V-D- 61 suggested
exenpting all research and | aboratory operations and covering
t hese operations with a separate standard.

Commenter |V-D-1 suggested exenpting | aboratories collocated
at production facilities if they are |ocated in separate
bui l di ngs. The sane individual recomended in a separate comment
(I'V-D-17) exenpting all research and | aboratory facilities whose
primary purpose is research and devel opnent of new processes and
pr oduct s.

Two comments were received on research work conducted on
production presses. Comenter |V-D- 63 suggested exenpting
research and devel opnment on production presses if it was done in
non- mar ket abl e quantities. Comenter |V-D 82 suggested that
trial runs of |ess than production quantity (presunmably conducted
on production equi pnent) should be exenpt and that a de mnims
in ternms of press size, hours of operation, or maxi num em sSions
shoul d be specified.

Response: The final rule excludes research and | aboratory
equi pnent. As the commenter suggested, in order to regul ate
research and | aboratory equi prment, it would be necessary to
devel op a separate source category as directed by
Section 112(c)(7) of the CAA to assure equitable treatnent of
such equi pnent. Furthernore, the EPA believes that nany of the
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types of em ssion points associated with research and | aboratory
equi pnment (such as | aboratory bench-scal e equi pnent) may not be
feasibly controlled using the sane control devices as are used
for production equi pnent because they nmay be small, intermttent,
remote from production equi pnment or inconpatible with materials
used in the production process.
2.6 NEW SOURCE MACT

Comment: One commenter |V-D 49 suggested that the EPA
consi der establishing separate new source MACT standards.

Response: The EPA believes that the standard for existing
publication rotogravure facilities, 92 percent overall control on
a facility-w de basis to be achi eved each and every nonth, wll
require an efficient capture systemand a state-of-the-art
control device. This level of control is the MACT floor for both
exi sting and new sources. There is no distinct identifiable
t echnol ogy avail able to new sources that would allow themto
achieve a nore stringent standard.

The EPA believes that the overall efficiency standard for
exi sting package and product facilities, 95 percent overall
control on a facility wde basis to be denonstrated under
performance test conditions, will require an efficient capture
systemand a state-of-the-art control device. This |evel of
control is the MACT floor for both existing and new sources.
There is no distinct identifiable technol ogy avail able to new
sources that would allow themto achieve a nore stringent
standard. Because of the wde variation in performance
requi renents of printed substrates, there is no assurance that
all new facilities would be able to neet a nore stringent
standard t hrough the use of | ow HAP materials
2.7 AFFECTED SOURCE AT PUBLI CATI ON FACI LI TI ES

Comment: Commrenter |V-D- 15 suggested explicitly clarifying
that the affected source for the publication rotogravure standard
is the entire facility (not individual presses or operations) and
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that the standard be restricted to gravure rel ated operations
usi ng organi c HAP.

Response: The definition of the affected source in
863.821(a)(1) includes all rotogravure presses and all affiliated
equi prent within a facility. Plating of rotogravure cylinders is
covered by a separate NESHAP in subpart N, and is not regul ated
under this standard.

2.8 AFFECTED SOURCE AT PRODUCT AND PACKAG NG ROTOGRAVURE AND
W DE- WEB FLEXOGRAPHI C PRI NTI NG FACI LI TI ES

Comment: Four comenters (I1V-D-36, IV-D-51, I1V-D-53, and
| V- D- 88) suggested all ow ng conpliance based on the entire
facility rather than |line-by-line. Commenter |V-D 36 suggested
this only with regard to averaging materials to neet the | ow HAP
threshold, and stated that it would cut recordkeepi ng expenses
from $250, 000 per year to $20,000. Comrenter |V-D-53 also stated
that this would reduce recordkeepi ng expenses.

Ei ght commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-15, IV-D-36, IV-D-51
| V-D-53, IV-D-63, 1V-D-82, |1V-D84) suggested all ow ng groupi ng
and averaging for all presses controlled by any comon control
devi ce rather than only sol vent recovery systens.

Two commenters (1V-D-17 and | V-D-36) suggested all ow ng
i ndi vi dual stations or any groups of stations on the same press
to conply on an individual or group basis with any standard.
Various parts of the sane press could conply on the basis of the
| ow- HAP t hreshol d, the | ow solids threshold or the HAP em ssions
threshold. Station by station inventories of materials used
woul d be mai nt ai ned.

Commenter |V-D- 51 suggested relaxing the qualifications for
group conpliance applicable to groups of presses controlled by a
common sol vent recovery system The comrenter suggested dropping
the requirenent that common sol vent recovery systens be used only
for control of printing operations so as not to penalize

2-23



facilities that have tightened up their control systens by tying
in other sources of HAP

Comrent er |V-D 38 suggested including cylinder and parts
cl eaners, ink and solvent m xing, and solvent recovery equi pnent
at product and packaging facilities to make it consistent with
t he operations covered at publication rotogravure facilities.

Five commenters requested restrictions on the applicability
of the standard and one commenter requested clarifying the
applicability. Two commenters (IV-D-36 and |V-D 51) suggest
restricting applicability to sources using organi c HAP
Comment er |V-D- 54 suggest ed addi ng | anguage to 863. 821 exenpting
sources that do not use HAP even if they are collocated with
ot her non-printing operations that are major sources.

Comrent er 81 suggested excludi ng rotogravure equi pnment | ocated at
facilities with non-printing standard industrial classification
(SIC codes, such as chem cal plants, and regul ati ng them when
the appropriate chem cal process plant MACT is issued.

Comrenter |V-D-82 requested an exenption for (undefined) snal
presses collocated with [ arge presses as these will be expensive
to control and will yield little em ssion reduction.

Commenter |V-D-39 requested explicit clarification that presses
col l ocated at major sources are affected sources under the

st andar d.

Commenter |V-D-63 suggested correcting the error in
863. 825(b) of the proposed rule to include flexographic presses.
This was inadvertently omtted.

Response: The final rule defines the affected source to
include all of the packaging and product rotogravure and w de-web
fl exographic printing presses rather than individual presses.
This will reduce recordkeeping, reporting, conpliance
denonstration, and enforcenent costs. All presses, including
uncontrol |l ed presses and control |l ed presses regardl ess of whet her
they share a comon control systemare included. The facility-
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w de affected source definition is not expected to affect the
overall emssions froma facility but it will elimnate the need
to run particular printing jobs on particular presses as part of
a facility's conpliance strategy. Station-by-station conpliance,
groupi ng of stations which are part of one or nore presses, and
press- by-press conpliance are not permtted in the final rule
because facility-w de conpliance enconpasses these options and is
nore easily and nore reliably denonstrated. In addition to
reduci ng recordkeeping costs, this will reduce the | abor
associated wth enforcenent. Facilities which apply a

conbi nation of materials, all of which neet either the | ow

HAP/ solids or the | ow HAP/ material thresholds, can conply with
the rule without dedicating particular stations to specific types
of materials. Facility-wde definition of affected source wll
renmove the incentive for awkward and subopti mal scheduling of

j obs and equi pnent to achi eve press-by-press conpliance. In
addition, facilities will have an incentive to decrease HAP use
wher e possi ble (beyond the em ssions threshold for a particul ar

j ob, press, or type of application) to achieve an em ssion
reduction that can be used to offset em ssions in areas where

em ssion reduction i s nbre expensive.

The final standard includes provisions by which an owner or
operat or of stand-al one coating equi pment which is functionally
related to printing equi pnent, may choose, under sone
circunstances, to include this equipnent in an affected source.
To be eligible for inclusion, stand-alone coating equi pment mnust
share a common control device with a rotogravure or w de-web
fl exographic press included in the affected source, or coat a
substrate previously or subsequently printed by a rotogravure or
w de-web fl exographic press included in the affected source, or
apply a solids-containing material which is also applied by a
rotogravure or w de-web fl exographic press included in the
af fected source. Equipnent which is not functionally related to
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product and packagi ng rotogravure printing or w de-web
fl exographic printing presses is nore appropriately regul ated
under a different standard (e.g., Paper and O her Wb Coating).

The EPA does not have sufficient data to determ ne MACT for
cylinder and parts washers, proof presses, and ink and sol vent
m xi ng and storage equipnment affiliated with presses at product
and packagi ng rotogravure and w de-web fl exographic printing
facilities. The extrenely diverse nature of this segnent of the
printing industry (equipnment type, material type, substrate type,
and product or package produced) conplicates the determ nation of
achi evabl e control. The database for publication rotogravure
facilities provided naterial balances over all printing rel ated
equi pnent .

The rule applies to affected sources | ocated at major
sources of HAP. Recordkeeping for facilities that use no organic
HAP on their product and packagi ng rotogravure and w de-web
fl exographic printing presses requires mnimal |abor and is
essential to ensure that the facilities are in fact using no HAP
and that the facilities maintain information fromtesting or from
raw material suppliers to establish this fact. Such facilities
may use the provision in 863.821(b) of the final rule.

The EPA does not believe that it can determ ne what
facilities operate printing presses using only SIC codes.
Converters and product printers generally use an SIC code
specific for the type of product or package that they produce.
MACT for controlling organic HAP em ssions from product and
packagi ng rot ogravure and w de-web fl exographic presses is
i ndependent of whether or not the press or presses are coll ocated
with a chem cal plant or other potential source of HAP

The final standard includes a facility-w de definition of
affected source which will allow owners or operators to achieve
facility-w de organic HAP em ssion reductions through
installation or upgrading of capture or control equi pnent or by
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reduci ng the organic HAP content of materials used on whatever
press or presses that this can be nost econom cally inplenented.

Section 63.821(a)(2) of the final rule specifies that al
product and packagi ng rotogravure or w de-web fl exographic
presses at a facility are subject to the standard (except for
proof presses). The final rule includes w de-web fl exographic
presses along with product and packagi ng rotogravure presses in
all requirenments of the standard. Although this applicability
was di scussed in the preanble to the proposed rule, it was
i nadvertently omtted fromthe proposed standard.

2.9 DEFI N TI ONS

Comment: Various conments were received suggesting
additional or revised definitions. |In sone cases the definitions
whi ch were suggested were part of suggestions for alternate
regul ations or clarifications.

Commenters IV-D-1 and |1 V-D- 63 suggested separate definitions
of "HAP used for publication rotogravure"” and "HAP used for
Package/ Product rotogravure and fl exography” wth HAP used for
package/ product rotogravure and fl exography defined as equi val ent
to "HAP applied". Commenter |V-D 53 suggested defining "HAP
used" to apply only to publication rotogravure.

Comment er |V-D 15 suggested expanding the definition of
month to include (unspecified) "nonths" other than cal endar
mont hs or 28 or 35 days.

Commenter |V-D 15 suggested defining organic volatile matter
as VOC, and recommended new definitions for "overall equival ent
vol atil e organic HAP control efficiency”" and "overall organic
vol atile matter recovery" to reflect the conbination
substitution/control efficiency and recovered HAP pl us non- HAP
solvent. Commenter |V-D 15 al so recommended addi ng definitions
for "facility" and "source."

Three conments were received suggesting definition of the
term"emssion unit" as part of suggested changes to the

2-27



desi gnation of affected sources. Comenters |IV-D-17 and |V-D- 36
recommend defining an em ssion unit as a station or group of
stations on a press. Comenter |V-D-63 suggested defining

em ssion unit as a stand al one press, a press within a group of
comonly control |l ed presses or an inboard or outboard station on
a press.

Commenter |V-D- 17 recommended that "HAP control efficiency”
be defined and the definition include a statenent that it is not
expected to be different than VOC control efficiency.

Commenters |1 V-D-36 and | V-D 63 suggest defining "HAP
emtted" to exclude materials in ink such as phthal ates which are
not emtted.

Comment er |V-D-49 suggested changing the capture efficiency
definition to provide that HAP nust reach the inlet of the
control device, not just be directed towards it.

Comrenter |V-D- 49 suggested including a de mnims in the
definition of research and devel opnent.

Commenter |V-D 54 recommended defining rotogravure printing
to exclude single uniformcoatings over the length and w dth of
the substrate. Commenter |V-D-61 recommended including a
definition of "off-line rotogravure coating".

Response: The definitions of HAP applied and HAP used have
been clarified. The standards including the equations used to
denonstrate conpliance and the definitions of the variabl es used
in those equations are expressed in ternms of "HAP used" for
publication rotogravure and "HAP applied" for product and package
rot ogravure and w de-web fl exographic printing.

The definition of "nmonth" in the final rule has been changed
to include prespecified periods of 28 to 35 days.

Organic volatile matter enconpasses a w der range of
materi al s than VOC whi ch excl udes exenpt solvents and is subject
to change in the future. The standard has been witten based on
organic volatile matter. The conpliance procedures, and the
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equations for denonstrating conpliance are consistent with the
definitions of the variables used in the equations. Affected
source is defined for the purposes of this standard in 863. 821.
A definition of facility has been added.

The standard for product and packagi ng rotogravure and w de-
web fl exographic printing includes a revised description of
affected source to include all product and packagi ng rotogravure
and wi de-web fl exographic presses at the facility (with certain
exceptions). Facility-wide definition of affected source
provides flexibility in choosing howto conply with the rule.
The final standard does not provide for conpliance on the basis
of em ssion units because this is nuch nore difficult to enforce
and will result in mniml additional HAP control.

The procedures for conpliance denonstration are witten so
as not to require a separate definition of HAP control
efficiency. Equation 1 in 863.824 has been rewitten to clarify
that volatile natter recovery efficiency can be assuned to be
equi valent to organic HAP recovery efficiency. The extent to
whi ch pht hal ates and ot her organic HAP are retained on the
printed substrate has not been established. These conpounds nmay
be emtted under sone circunstances, thus they have not been
excl uded through a definition of HAP emtted.

In the final rule, the definition of capture efficiency has
been clarified. The comenter was correct that the intent of
this definition was that captured HAP nust be delivered to the
control device.

In the final rule, the definition of research or |aboratory
facility is based on the definition in Section 112(c)(7) of the
CAA. The EPA does not have sufficient information that "de
mnims manner" could be defined for this source category.

Definitions of "coating operation” and "stand-al one coating
equi pnrent" have been added to clarify the scope of the rule.
2.10 REPORTI NG
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Comment: Two comments were received requesting
clarification that only reports applicable to the specific
control strategy enployed were required. Commenter |V-D-1
suggested that the rule require only applicable reports.
Commenter |V-D- 15 requested explicit exenption frominitia
notification, performance test notification, and performance test
reporting for sources conplying by means of liquid-liquid mass
bal ances.

Commenters IV-D-1 and | V-D 36 suggested synchroni zi ng the
requi red sem -annual reports with required Title V reporting.

Three comments were received requesting the elimnation of
redundant reporting requirenents. Commenters |IV-D-36 and | V-D 63
suggested elimnating HAP usage reporting requirenents if this
was already a condition of the State operating permt.

Comrenter |V-D- 50 suggested that the requirenent for an annua
statenent of conpliance was redundant wi th other General
Provi si ons requirenents.

Five comments were received regarding the initial
notification requirenents. Comenters |IV-D-37 and |V-D 39
suggested extending the notification period from 120 to 180 days
because 120 days is insufficient for notification, guidance and
resubm ssion. Commenter |V-D-79 recommended extending the
initial notification period to 270 days. Commenter |V-D- 53
requested | anguage in the rule to indicate that the Title V
application constitutes initial notification. Comenter |V-D 49
requested that area sources be required to submt initial
notifications so that the States will know who they are and what
t hey are doing.

Commenters 1V-D-1 and |1 V-D- 53 suggested requiring reporting
of "HAP emtted" rather than "HAP used". Commenter |V-D-51
requested that sources neeting the requirenments of 863.821(a)(2)
of the proposed rule be allowed 60 days rather than 30 days for
reporting of annual HAP usage because of del ays expected as a
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result of required testing nethods. Comenter |V-D-54 suggested
exenpting affected sources that do not use HAP fromall reporting
ot her than an annual statenent to this effect.

Commenter |V-D- 54 suggested clarifying that only an estimte
of HAP use is required for the period 12 nonths prior to
notification, because no records will be avail abl e based on the
requi red test nethods.

Comrenter IV-D-4 feels that reporting requirenents should be

reduced for flexographers (relative to rotogravure printers) so
that the cost of reporting is in line with the expected em ssion
reductions. Commenter |V-D-25 feels that the reporting
requi renents are excessive and may be in violation of the Federal
Paperwor k Reduction Act. Comrenter |V-D-81 reconmmended
elimnating reporting for area sources that are distinctly bel ow
the 10/ 25 threshold and requiring only on-site recordkeepi ng.
Commenter |V-D-81 suggested elimnating all reporting
requi renents except for an annual certification.
Commenter |V-D-81 suggested elimnating the requirenent for
docunent ati on of deviations fromthe startup, shutdown, and
mal function report except when the standard is not net as a
consequence of the deviation.

Comrenter |V-D 88 suggested delegating the authority to
require reports to the permtting authority.

Response: Reports required under 863.830(b)(6) of the
revised rule are to be submtted as applicable. |In accordance
with 863.10(e)(3)(i) of the General Provisions, reportabl e excess
em ssions and paraneter exceedances are defined in 8863. 824-825
of the revised standard.

Section 63.10(a)(5) of the General Provisions applies to
this standard. This section provides that the dates by which
periodic reports shall be submtted can be changed to be
consistent wwth the State's schedul e (w thout changing the
frequency of reporting) by nmutual agreenent between the owner or
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operator and the State. Procedures governing the inplenmentation
of this provision are specified in 863.9(i) of the General
Pr ovi si ons.

HAP as defined under different State air toxics control
prograns may not coincide with HAP listed in 8112(b) of the CAA
t herefore HAP usage reporting requirenents may not be redundant
and have been retained. The requirenent for an annual statenent
of conpliance has been retai ned; however the standard does not
precl ude subm ssion of this statenent as part of, or in
conjunction with, a periodic report.

Initial notification is essential for the enforcenent of the
standard, as it alerts permtting authorities to the presence of
affected sources. Initial notification requirenents for existing
sources have been extended until one year before the conpliance
date. This will allow potential sources nore tinme to determ ne
whet her they are subject to the standard and w Il have no adverse
i npact on HAP em ssions. Conditions under which an application
for a Title V permt or a Part 70 permt nay be construed as
initial notification are stated in the final rule. |In addition,
an application for approval of construction or reconstruction
under 863.5(d) of the General Provisions can be used to fulfil
notification requirenents. The applicability of the standard and
all reporting requirenents, including initial notification, is
limted to facilities defined in 863.820(a). Sources which use
the provisions of this standard to establish area source status
are required to submt initial notifications. Sources which use
ot her mechani sns to establish area source status nust conply with
the conditions of those nmechanisns. This standard does not limt
the authority of a State to require initial notification from
area sources under State | aws.

The requirenent to include, in the initial notification, the
anmount of HAP used by existing sources in the 12 nonths preceding
the notification, has been elimnated fromthe final rule to make
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it consistent with the General Provisions and to decrease the
reporting burden.

Facilities neeting the requirenents of 863.820(a)(2) are
required to submt annual HAP usage reports no |ater than 30 days
after the end of the 12-nonth reporting period. Sources seeking
to conply by nmeans of this provision are required to determ ne
HAP usage for each 12-nonth period (i.e., to nake a determ nation
each nonth and add it to the anount for the preceding 11 nonths).
The EPA feels that 30 days is sufficient tinme to make this
determ nation for the last nonth in the 12-nonth reporting
period, do the summation, and submt the report. The Ceneral
Provi sions 863.9(i)(2) provide a neans by which an owner or
operator can request an extension.

Affected sources that do not use HAP may conply on a
facility-w de basis under 863.825(b)(1). Recordkeeping
(i ncluding records denonstrating that inks and other materials do
not contain HAP) is essential to ensure conpliance. Alternately,
af fected sources that do not use HAP may use the provisions of
863.820(b) to sinplify recordkeeping and avoid all routine
reporting.

The standard for w de-web fl exography is equal to that for
product and packagi ng rotogravure. Equal reporting requirenments
are necessary to ensure conpliance with the standard. The
reporting requirenents specified in the General Provisions as
wel |l as the additional requirenments proposed in this subpart have
been reviewed in accordance wth the Paperwork Reduction Act and
an O fice of Managenent and Budget control nunber has been
i ssued. Sources using the provisions of the rule to establish
area source status are subject to reporting requirenents only in
cases where the area source commtnent is not net. The EPA feels
that the reporting requirenents in the final rule are the m ni num
necessary to ensure conpliance with the standard. These reports
alert the permtting authority to excess HAP em ssi ons,
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mal functioning or inproperly operated capture, control and
nmoni t ori ng equi pnent, and unapproved startup, shutdown, and
mal f uncti on procedures.

The purpose of the startup, shutdown, and mal function plan
is to ensure conpliance with the standard. Docunentation and
reporting of deviations fromthe startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan is essential to allow the permtting authority
to determ ne when violations of the standard may have occurred.

States may use the provisions of 8112(1) of the CAA to
obtain a partial or conplete delegation of the Admnistrator's
authorities under this standard.

2.11 LEVEL OF CONTROL FOR PRODUCT AND PACKAG NG ROTOGRAVURE AND
W DE- WEB FLEXOGRAPHI C PRI NTI NG AFFECTED SOURCES

Comment: Ei ght comments were received which support the
| evel of control specified in the rule. Comenters IV-D-1
| V-D-36, |V-D-53, and |V-D-55 support the proposed standard.
Commenter |V-D-4 stated that catalytic oxidizers can regularly
obtain destruction rates of 99 percent and, thus, considered the
standard appropriate. Commenter |V-D-7 stated that 95 percent
overall control efficiency is achievable and that catalytic
oxi di zers can reach 98 percent destruction efficiency.

Commenter |V-D-36 stated that catal ytic oxidizers can obtain
98 percent and higher control device efficiency.

Commenter |V-D-25 stated that 95 percent overall contro
efficiency is achievabl e and common.

Ei ght comments were received questioning the determ nation
of the MACT floor. Three comenters (IV-D-15, |V-D-40, and
| V-D-50) stated that the MACT cal cul ati on was bi ased because
point (test) data were used rather than ranges of operating
conditions. Comenter |V-D-50 stated that the database was
adequate if the control equipnent is required to pass a test at
95 percent but not consistently neet this standard.
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Commenter |V-D-15 felt that the data base used was too snal
relative to the size of the industry. Comenter |V-D-61 stated
that the MACT floor is not supportable for facilities with
ancillary printing because the database used was not
representative of this type of facility. Comenters |V-D- 50 and
| V-D-84 stated that it is inconsistent to regul ate publication at
92 percent overall control efficiency and expect 95 percent from
packagi ng rot ogravure because the technologies are simlar.

Commenter |V-D-38 stated that actual em ssions rather than
potential to emt were used to determ ne which sources were
included in the MACT floor determnation and that this biased the
determ nation

Commenter |V-D-4 stated that it is inappropriate to group
fl exography with rotogravure and that fl exography should be a
separate subcat egory.

Commenter |V-D-82 stated that the database did not
adequately represent the decorative foil segnent of the
rotogravure industry and that these facilities should be exenpt
fromthe standard.

Response: Many of the data upon which the MACT fl oor
determ nati on were based, were in fact, the nost recent onetine
test data available. These data are consistent with the final
standard. Omners or operators choosing to conply through the use
of control equi pnent may conduct an initial performance
denonstration to establish the efficiency under test conditions.
During the initial performance test, operating paraneters are
al so established. The owner or operator nust then maintain those
operating paraneters. The standard does not require owners or
operators conplying in this way to continuously denonstrate the
control efficiency. They nust, however, continuously nonitor the
operating paraneters (typically oxidizer tenperatures and a
paranmeter indicating that the capture systemis operating in an
equi val ent manner to its operation during the perfornmance test).
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Omers or operators may al so conply through the use of continuous
em ssion nonitors, and where solvent recovery systens are used,
t hrough nonthly liquid-liquid material bal ances.

The dat abase contained a substantial proportion of sources
which will be affected by the standard, and the EPA, in
cooperation with industry associ ations, expanded it to the
greatest extent possible. The database included |ines which had
both printing stations and coating stations. The control
techniques for ancillary printing equi pnent and coating |ines are
the same as those for product and packagi ng rotogravure and w de-
web fl exographic presses. The final rule does provide owners or
operators with the option of excluding ancillary printing
equi prent fromthe affected source. Such equipnent, if excluded
fromthis standard, will be subject to the appropriate source
category standard when such a standard is issued.

The conparison between the standard for publication
rotogravure and the standard for product and packagi ng
rotogravure and w de-web fl exography is not valid. Publication
rot ogravure sources nust achieve a m ni num of 92 percent overal
efficiency each and every nonth. In order to neet this standard,
average overall efficiencies are likely to be substantially
hi gher. Product and packagi ng rot ogravure and w de-web
f | exography sources are required to denonstrate 95 percent
overall efficiency under test conditions, establish operating
paraneters during the test, and maintain those operating
paraneters. This is not, necessarily, equivalent to achieving
95 percent overall efficiency on a nonthly average, each and
every nmonth. In both cases, the formof the final standard was
consistent with the database used to devel op that standard.

Actual em ssions were not used to determ ne which sources
were included in the MACT floor determ nation. Rather, potential
em ssions were estimated to make this determ nation. Wde-web
f | exography was grouped wi th product and package rotogravure
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because many "hybrid" presses are in operation which include both
rotogravure and fl exographic print stations. |If a separate
subcat egory had been established for flexography, the MACT fl oor,
and thus, the standard, for this category would be identical to
that established for the combination. The database contains
numerous filmand foil printers including sources in the rol

| eaf and decorative foil industries. Capture and control

equi pnent avail able for use in the decorative foil industry is
simlar to that available to the product and package rotogravure
i ndustry in general.

2.12 LEVEL OF CONTROL FCOR PUBLI CATI ON ROTOGRAVURE AFFECTED
SOURCES

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-7 supported the proposed standard
and stated that control devices can neet the 92 percent overal
ef ficiency standard.

Commenter |V-D-37 requested that an explicit de mnims HAP
content be established as a conpliance alternative for operation
w t hout a control device. Comenter |V-D 38 requested that
regul atory alternatives nore stringent than the MACT fl oor be
consi der ed.

Response: The de mnim s organic HAP content for
publication rotogravure facilities operating w thout a control
device is eight percent of the volatile nmatter used. |If the inks
used in a nonth contain | ess than 0.08 kg organi c HAP per kg of
vol atile matter (including water), the facility would be in
conpliance without a control device. This has been clarified in
863. 824(b) (3).

The EPA believes that, based on facility naterial bal ance
data, the standard for existing publication rotogravure
facilities, 92 percent overall control on a facility-w de basis
to be achi eved each and every nonth, will require an efficient
capture systemand a state-of-the-art control device. There is
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no distinct identifiable technol ogy avail able to new sources
which woul d allow themto achieve a nore stringent standard.

2.13 STANDARDS FOR PRODUCT AND PACKAG NG ROTOGRAVURE AND W DE-
WEB FLEXOGRAPHI C PRI NTI NG AFFECTED SOURCES

Comment: Seven commenters (I1V-D-1, IV-D-15, |V-D 17
I|V-D-36, IV-D-51, IV-D-53, and |IV-D-63) suggested revising the
standard to allow the use of control devices to neet the | ow HAP/
materi al s applied standard.

Four comrenters (IV-D-1, 1V-D-36, |IV-D-53, and |IV-D-63)
noted an error in 863.825(f)(5) of the proposed rule where the
words "material applied" should have appeared instead of "solids
applied.”

Three conmmenters requested clarification of 863.825(b) (1)
and (2) to reflect that presses applying |low HAP materials do not
need control devices. Comenters |IV-D- 15 and |IV-D 51 suggested
addition of the word "and" between the sections.

Comrenter |V-D 63 suggested | anguage clarifying that sources need
only conmply by one nechanism Commenter |V-D-51 requested
clarification that a conbination of add-on control and reduced
HAP materials wll neet the standard, suggesting that the

| anguage in the proposed rule could be interpreted to allowthis
only for solvent recovery systens.

Commenter |V-D-53 requested clarification that organic HAP
contents of materials are expressed "by weight."

Commenter |V-D-82 requested a 20 parts per mllion (ppm
control device exhaust |limt as an alternative to 95 percent
control

Response: The standard has been revised to allow the use of
control devices to neet the |lowHAP/ materials applied limtation
The revised standard has been clarified to enunerate the
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different ways in which a source can conply and nmake it clear

that only one neans of conpliance is necessary. The error in

863. 825(f)(5) of the proposed regul ati on has been elimnated from
the final regulation. The final regulation permts the use of
control devices (not restricted to solvent recovery systens), as
wel | as a conbination of control devices (not restricted to

sol vent recovery systens) and |l ow HAP materials to conply.

The final regulation provides for conpliance on an affected
source-w de basis. Control devices are not required on presses
applying lowHAP materials provided that the affected source
achi eves conpliance by one of the nechanisns listed in 863. 825.

The variables in the equations used to determ ne conpliance
are defined in 863.822. The units given in the definitions in
both the proposed and final rule establish that the organic HAP
contents of materials applied are expressed "by weight."

Affected sources may conply on the basis of HAP
emtted/ material applied, HAP emtted/solids applied, or HAP
emtted relative to a calculated all owabl e mass em ssion | evel
based on materials applied and solids applied, or overall control
efficiency. Affected sources conplying on the basis of overal
control efficiency my denonstrate 95 percent control under "test
conditions"” and then maintain the appropriate control device
operating paraneters. Affected sources operating sol vent
recovery systens nmay denonstrate conpliance through liquid-Iliquid
mat eri al bal ances. The actual control device exhaust
concentration would be of interest only for sources conplying
t hrough the use of continuous em ssions nonitors across the
control device. Conpliance on the basis of 20 ppm exhaust gas
concentration would be inconsistent with the database used to
establish the standard, however, it is expected that such sources
woul d be in conpliance and coul d denonstrate conpliance based on
HAP emtted/ material applied, HAP emtted/solids applied or
cal cul ated al | owabl e HAP em ssi ons.
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2.14 COVPLI ANCE FOR PUBLI CATI ON ROTOGRAVURE AFFECTED SOURCES

Comment: Three conments were received on provisions for
conpliance by liquid-liquid mass bal ance. Comenters |V-D 38 and
| V-D-49 requested clarifying the procedure for accounting for
recovered m xtures of HAP and non-HAP volatile matter.

Commenter |V-D- 15 requested explicit acknow edgenent t hat
recovered solvent can be assuned to contain the sanme fraction of
HAP as the volatile matter present in the ink.

Response: The final rule includes this provision in
863.824(b). In practice, the recovery efficiencies of organic
HAP and non- HAP organic volatile matter are equivalent for the
sol vent blends used in the publication rotogravure industry. The
recovered solvent is reused within the facility and the excess is
sold back to the ink manufacturer for production of nore ink.
This is feasible because recovered sol vent has the sane
conposition as the solvent used to manufacture the ink.

2.15 MONI TORI NG

Comment: Seven conments were received regarding the
requi renment to nmeasure vent streamflow rates. Comenter [V-D-1
suggested allowing vent streamflow rate to be determ ned from
fan anperage. Commenter |V-D- 36 suggested allow ng the use of
fan indicators, fan rotation indicators, or press interlocks and
allow ng the systemto be operated at different rates than those
used for the performance test. Commenter |V-D 63 recommended
al l ow ng ot her devices, including press interlocks instead of
flow meters. Commenter |V-D- 84 suggested requiring only flow
i ndi cators and not press-by-press flow neters.

Commenters |1V-D-15 and |V-D- 84 suggested allowi ng alternate
devi ces for flow neasurenents when the physical |ayout does not
permt placenent of the flow neter as required in the proposed
rule.

Commenter |V-D- 53 suggested elimnating the requirenent for
flowrate nonitoring because it has no rel evance in the
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converting industry. Comenter |V-D-51 stated that flow
monitoring is useless, except for sources conplying by neans of
conti nuous em ssions nonitoring.

Three comments were received concerning thernocoupl e
requirenents for nonitoring oxidizers. Commenter |V-D 15
suggested elimnating the requirenment for routine thernocouple
calibration or replacenent. Commenter |V-D-36 stated that
t hernocoupl es are difficult and expensive to calibrate and that
the act of recalibration may increase the likelihood of system
failure. Comrenter |IV-D-54 stated that the required thernocouple
accuracies are unnecessarily strict and requested limts of
two percent or + 1 degree Celsius. Commenter |V-D-54 also
suggested providing flexibility for the thernocouple |ocation.

Three conments were received suggesting alternatives to
conti nuous nonitoring. Conmenter |V-D 14 suggested all ow ng
initial capture and control tests, weekly recording of nmaterials
usage, and nonthly reduction to em ssion rates, as well as
continuous tenperature nonitoring for oxidizers. No additional
testing should be required unless the permtting authority thinks
it is necessary. Commenter |V-D 25 suggested requiring contro
equi pnent tests every three years plus neasurenents of
tenperature rise (across catal ytic oxidizers) and pressure
differential, and elimnating burdensonme three hour period
tenperature nonitoring requirements. The conmenter stated that
nost State and | ocal EPA officials prefer this approach.
Commenter |V-D- 25 al so suggested exenpting sources w th permanent
total enclosures fromnonitoring with a requirenent for a
performance test every three years. Comenter |V-D-25 al so
recomended exenpting sources with presses interlocked to control
devi ce operating paraneters fromtesting and nonitoring
requi renents. Comrenter |V-D 36 suggested exenpting sources
conplying by neans of liquid-liquid mass bal ances from paraneter
nmoni toring requirenents.
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Commenter |V-D- 15 suggested that the rule not specify
performance criteria for solvent recovery system cunul ative
recovery neasurenent instrunentation, and that mass bal ance
provi sions require that water input be nmeasured, but that only
vol atile organic matter (and not water) be recovered and
measur ed.

Commenters |1V-D-36 and | V-D- 63 suggested elimnating
startup, shutdown, setup, rewebbing and changeover periods from
tenperature nonitoring requirenents.

Comrenters | V-D-36 and | V-D-63 requested gui dance on the
sel ection of the capture system paraneter. Commenter |V-D 49
suggested requiring continuous nonitors under 863.824(b)(1)(ii)
of the proposed rule to assure that the capture efficiency is the
sanme as the capture efficiency determ ned during the performance
test.

Two comments were received regardi ng performance tests and
t he establishment of oxidizer operating paraneters. Comrenter
| V-D- 49 suggest ed conducting performance tests under both high
| oad and | ow | oad conditions and suggested that required oxidizer
operating paraneters be established based on worst-case (i.e.,
shortest retention tine and | owest tenperature) conditions.
Commenter |V-D-84 suggested requiring performance testing under
normal , as opposed to maxi num conditions.

Comrenter IV-D-82 stated that it would be nore practical to
require averagi ng of operating paranmeters over 24 hours (instead
of three hours) because frequent short jobs and changeover
periods would make it difficult to cal cul ate averages over the
applicable tinme periods.

Commenter |V-D- 51 suggested that excursions in operating
paraneters should not be considered violations, but only trigger
a potential request to re-test the control systemfromthe
permtting agency. Commenters |IV-D-16 and |V-D 36 reconmended
nore flexible nonitoring requirenments with exceedances triggering
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a mai ntenance response as defined in a standard operating
procedure. Excessive malfunctions could trigger a stack test
request by the State.

Two comments were received concerning del egati on of
authority. Commenter |V-D 39 suggested del egating all nonitoring
approval to the permtting authority. Comrenter |V-D- 39
suggest ed del egating approval of operating paraneters to the
permtting authority.

Commenter |V-D 36 suggested that nonitoring equi pnent
accuracy not be specified in the rule but be held at
manuf acturers specified | evel and stated that auditing of
continuous em ssion nonitors would be difficult.

Commenters |1V-D-36 and | V-D- 53 suggested renoving al
monitoring requirenents fromthe rule until the EPA formul ates a
new nonitoring rule.

Response: The final regulation includes alternatives to the
vent streamflow rate neasurenent requirenent. Owers or
operators of product and packagi ng rotogravure and w de-web
fl exographic presses with intermttantly-controllable work
stations may, as alternatives to nmeasuring vent streamflow rate,
install flow indicators on the bypass |lines, secure bypass |line
val ves with | ocki ng nechani sns or car seals, continuously nonitor
bypass val ve position or equip the press with an interl ock
preventing operation when the control device is bypassed. These
are acceptable alternatives to vent streamflow rate nonitoring
because they ensure that control devices are not bypassed.
Sanpling lines for gas analyzers and relief valves needed for
safety purposes are not considered bypass lines for the purposes
of these provisions. Presses that do not have any
intermttently-controllable work stations are not subject to
t hese provi sions.

Accurate tenperature nonitoring is essential to ensure that
oxidizers are routinely operated at the same efficiency as
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denonstrated during the performance test. |If tenperature

nmoni toring equi pnent is not calibrated periodically it is

i npossi ble to ensure continuous conpliance with the standard.
The final rule has been changed to clarify that all tenperature
nmoni t ori ng equi pnent nust be installed, calibrated, maintained,
and operated according to manufacturers specifications; and that
the chart recorder, data | ogger, or tenperature indicator (rather
than the thernocouple or tenperature sensor) nust be calibrated
every three nonths. In the unlikely event that the type or

| ayout of the control equi pnment nmakes it inpossible to reliably
calibrate the tenperature nonitoring equipnment on a periodic
basis, sources may conply through the installation of continuous
em ssion nonitors.

The final rule has been changed to require thernocouple
accuracies of + 1 degree Celsius or + 1 percent of the
tenperature being nonitored in degrees Celsius. In practice this
provi des for an accuracy of + 2 to eight degrees Celsius which is
well within the accuracy attainable using thernocouples with
analog or digital chart recorders, voltneters, or data | oggers.
The EPA considers that the requirenent for |ocating thernocouples
or tenperature sensors "in the conbustion chanber downstream of
t he conbustion zone" or "at the nearest feasible point to the
catalyst inlet," provides adequate flexibility.

Sources operating control devices nust nonitor an operating
paraneter or paranmeters to ensure that the control device is
operating at the sanme or higher efficiency as that achieved
during the initial conpliance denonstration. As an alternative,
continuous em ssion nonitors may be installed across the control
device and nonitored to ensure conpliance. |In addition, sources
operating control devices, except for those in permanent total
encl osures, nust nonitor an operating paraneter to ensure that
capture efficiency is the sane as, or higher than, the capture
ef ficiency achieved during the conpliance denonstration. These

2-44



requi renents do not apply to sources operating sol vent recovery
systens and denonstrating conpliance by neans of nonthly Iiquid-
liquid material balances. The three hour averaging period for
oxi di zer tenperature nonitoring allows for transient tenperature
fluctuations which may occur due to press operating conditions.

| f tenperatures are consistently maintained above the established
operating paraneter |evels, then averaging is unnecessary
because, if the tenperature is always greater than the operating
paraneter, the average tenperature will be greater than the

oper ati ng paraneter.

Monitoring tenperature rise across the catal yst bed instead
of the tenperature upstreamof the catalyst is not expected to
provi de any decrease in equipnment cost or nonitoring and
recordkeeping | abor. A source may seek approval of any alternate
monitoring plan. The pressure differential across the catalyst
bed may not be indicative of performance and may not ensure
continuous conpliance. |Issues relating to catalytic oxidizer
monitoring are discussed further in Section 2.22.

Sources with permanent total enclosures nust maintain the
condi tions necessary for a permanent total enclosure. Such
sources are still required to nonitor paraneters to ensure that
the control device efficiency is equal to or greater than the
efficiency established during the conpliance denonstration test.

Presses interlocked to prevent operation when nonitoring
paraneters are not maintained would neet a stricter standard than
presses mai ntaining operating paraneters on average for every
t hree hour period, because if the paraneters are al ways
mai nt ai ned, then clearly they are maintained on average. An
owner or operator seeking to conply by interlocking the presses
to prevent operation at any tine when the paraneters were not
mai nt ai ned coul d satisfy nonitoring requirenents sinply by
monitoring that the interlock systemwas in good working order
and had not been overridden. Initial conpliance testing would
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still be required to establish the nonitoring paraneter |evels
whi ch woul d ensure conpliance. Sources conplying by Iiquid-
liquid material bal ances are exenpt from paraneter nonitoring
requi renents.

The data on which liquid-liquid material bal ances are based
must be accurate to ensure conpliance with the standard. The
performance criteria in the final rule are necessary to prevent
generation of erroneous material recovery data. The |anguage in
the final rule has been revised to clarify the standard does not
require instrunmentation to be renoved from service and shipped to
the manufacturer for calibration and certification. It is
necessary to nmeasure all volatile matter, including water, to
ensure the validity of the organic HAP recovery determ nation
Sol vent recovery systens are rarely, if ever, used with
wat er borne ink systens. Wter vapor, if present at significant
levels in the dryer exhaust, could decrease the organic HAP
recovery capacity of the sorbent. |f water and water sol uble
organic matter are not neasured, the conposition of the recovered
vol atile matter cannot be determ ned.

Monitoring during periods of startup and shutdown nust be
addressed in the startup, shutdown, and mal function plan for each
affected source. It is appropriate to require tenperature
nmoni toring during periods of setup, rewebbing, and changeover
because of the potential for em ssions during these periods.

Sel ection of the operating paraneter to ensure the proper
operation of the capture system depends on the conditions,
equi pnent, and | ayout of each individual site. Under sone
circunstances rel ative pressure neasurenents, exhaust flow rate
measurenents, |inear velocity nmeasurenent systens at pressroom
i nt akes, fan anperage, or sone conbination of these paraneters
and/ or other paraneters m ght be appropriate. The selection of
this paraneter is part of the permt application process.

Conti nuous em ssion nonitors, along with a neasurenent of ink
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usage could be used to ensure capture efficiency, however, the
final rule does not require the use of continuous em ssion
nmoni t ors because of costs associated with equi pnent installation,
operation, calibration, and nai nt enance.

Consistent with the General Provisions, performance testing
is to be conducted under such conditions as the Adm nistrator
specifies to the owner or operator based on representative
performance (i.e., performance based on nornmal operating
conditions) of the affected source. Since the final rule does
not require owners or operators of catalytic oxidizers to nonitor
t he tenperature downstream of the catal yst, performance testing
under multiple conditions will not be required for the purpose of
establishing a representati ve downstream operating tenperature.

A three hour averaging period has been retained in the final
rule to allow for brief tenperature variations which may occur
when presses are switched on or off. A 24 hour averagi ng period
for operating paraneters may be too |l ong to ensure continuous
conpliance wth the standard, however, individual sources may get
approval for alternative recordkeepi ng systens. The requirenent
to average paraneters over a three hour period will not result in
significantly greater recordkeeping | abor than a requirenent to
aver age over 24 hours.

In order to ensure continuous conpliance, operating
paraneters are established during the performance denonstration
test. |If continued operation were permtted during |engthy
peri ods when operating paraneters are not maintained, |engthy
peri ods of excess em ssions mght result. Sources have the
option of using continuous em ssion nonitors as an alternative to
noni toring operating paraneters. Sources unable to conduct
reliable audits of continuous em ssions nonitors, as required,
may nonitor operating paraneters instead of operating continuous
em ssion nonitors.
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The permtting authority nust approve the sel ection of
operating parameters. Owners or operators may request approval
of an alternative nonitoring nmethod (and correspondi ng
recordkeepi ng systen) under 863.8(f) of the General Provisions.

The final rule contains specifications for the accuracy of
t her nocoupl es used to nonitor control device efficiency and
measur enent equi pnment used to collect data for liquid-liquid
mat eri al bal ances. Equi pnent neeting these specifications is
readily avail able and has been in use for many years. Owners or
operators choosing to denonstrate conpliance by neans of
conti nuous em ssion nonitors nmust select, install, operate, and
mai ntain nmonitors which are capable of being audited to ensure
conpliance with the standard.

Monitoring is required to ensure continuous conpliance with
the rule. Owners or operators using capture systens and contr ol
devi ces woul d be unable to certify conpliance with the standard
W t hout nonitoring data.

2.16 COWPLI ANCE DATES FOR NEW SOURCES

Comment: Seven comments were received concerning the
triggering of new source conpliance deadlines as a result of
addi ng new equi pnent. Six coments (I1V-D-15, 1V-D-36, |IV-D-51
| V-D-60, I1V-D-63, and |IV-D-84) involved the addition of new
presses to comon control systems. Commenters |V-D-15, |1V-D-51
and | V-D- 63 suggested that the addition of new presses to
af fected sources should not render the entire facility
(publication) or group of commonly controlled presses (package
and product) a new source. Comenters |IV-D-36 and |V-D-84 stated
that this would make it inpossible to conply with "shelf life
certification requirenents.” Comenters |V-D-36 and | V-D- 60
stated that this would nmake it inpossible to take advantage of
the three year period to convert to |low HAP naterials

Three comenters (1V-D-17, 1V-D-36, and 1V-D-63) felt that
addition of a new station to a product and packagi ng press should
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not render the entire press a new source and that the new station
shoul d conply separately as a new affected source.

Commenter |V-D-53 requested clarification of whether the
addition of a newinline coating station or outboard deck nakes
the line a new source.

Response: The final rule provides that reconstructed
sources nust neet the conpliance date established for new
sources. Addition of one or nore presses to an existing facility
woul d not trigger the new source conpliance date unless the
addi tions were extensive enough to constitute a reconstruction.
Addition of a newinline coating station or outboard deck to an
existing facility would not trigger the new source conpliance
date unless the additions were extensive enough to constitute a
reconstruction. Since the final rule considers the affected
source for product and packagi ng rotogravure and w de-web
fl exographic printing facilities to be all of the presses |ocated
at the facility (subject to certain exclusions given in 863.821)
addition of a single press to an existing facility, or addition
of one or nore stations to an existing press would not
necessarily constitute a reconstruction of the facility.

Furt hernore, 863.826(c) excludes the costs associated with
purchase and installation of air pollution control equipnent from
the determ nation of whether a facility has been reconstructed,
consistent wwth the EPA's general policy regarding the cost of
control equipnent (59 FR 12421). Costs of nodifying equi pnent to
make it conpatible with ow HAP ink formulations that will be
used to neet the requirenents of this rule are al so excluded from
this determ nation

2.17 COVPLI ANCE DATES- GENERAL | SSUES

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-39 suggested that the fina
conpliance date should be 30 days after final action by the EPA
on the Section 112(1) equival ency request, provided the request
is submtted within one year of promulgation. This wll avoid
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the requirenent for sources to conply with dual State/Federa
regul ati ons.

Comrenter |V-D-82 requested a | onger conpliance deadline for
facilities with oxidizers presently neeting reasonably avail abl e
control technol ogy (RACT) because costs will be very high to
obtain only marginal em ssion reduction.

Response: The CAA requires existing sources to conply no
|ater than three years after pronul gation, regardl ess of RACT
rules. Facilities with oxidizers my still take advantage of the
conpliance options in the rule, including the use of | ow HAP
materials. The final rule provides flexibility for owners or
operators to conply through the use of control devices, through
the use of |lowHAP materials, or through a conbination of these
nmeans.

The EPA determ ned that a three year conpliance deadline for
exi sting sources was appropriate based on the length of tine
requi red for sources conplying through the use of upgraded
capture and control equi pnent to design, gain approval for,
contract for, retrofit, and test the additional equipnent. A
conpliance deadline of 30 days after approval of a Section 112(1)
request could be less than three years from pronul gati on and
m ght be inadequate. Section 63.10(a)(5) of the General
Provi sions applies to this standard. This section provides that
t he dates by which periodic reports shall be submtted can be
changed to be consistent with the State's schedul e (w thout
changi ng the frequency of reporting) by nutual agreenent between
the owner or operator and the State. Procedures governing the
i npl ementation of this provision are specified in 863.9(i) of the
Ceneral Provisions.

New sources are required to conply on startup or on the date
of pronul gati on, whichever is later. An operating permt could
not be granted to a new source that was not capable of conplying
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during the period between promul gation or startup and the
approval of a Section 112(1) program
2.18 HAP CONTENT DETERM NATI ON

Comment: Ninety-six coments were received stating that
they would prefer to use formulation data rather than Method 311
because the fornmul ati on data are nore accurate and | ess
burdensonme. Commenter |V-D-4 requested that Method 311 be
eval uated before becom ng a requirenent. Commenter |V-D 79
expressed concern about Method 311 and referred to coments
submtted on the Wod Furniture standard.

Three commenters (I1V-D-1, IV-D-6, and |IV-D 63) recommended
that manufacturers fornul ati on data be accepted providing that
all HAP in excess of 0.1 percent by weight are |isted.

Comrenter |IV-D-36 states that the provision in the proposed wood
furniture standard, (i.e., fornulation data with a one percent
de mnims, 0.1 percent for QOccupational Safety and Heal th Act
carci nogens plus a denonstration that there is no rel ease of HAP
cure products) would be acceptable. Comenter |V-D 62 presented
conparative anal ytical data from Method 311 anal yses of furniture
coatings containing sone of the HAP of concern and found very
poor interlaboratory reproducibility. They further stated that
they were unable to recomend a suitable nethod and that the
chem cal industry had never been able to develop a suitable

met hod. They suggested using formulation data and a

1/0.1 percent de mnims. Comenters |IV-D-52 and |V-D-53
suggested a 1/0.1 percent de mnims. Three additional
commenters (IV-D-15, IV-D-21, and IV-D-59) recommended a

one percent de mnims.

Comrenter |V-D 28 reconmmended establishing a de mnims
| evel consistent with SARA 313 requirenents. Four comenters
(I'v-D-25, IV-D-50, IV-D-51, and |IV-D-82) suggested use of MSDS or
ot her avail able information to avoid prohibitive anal yti cal
costs.
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Three commenters (IV-D-1, IV-D-53, and |IV-D-63) suggested
changi ng the wording and requiring HAP content to be determ ned
rather than identified. This would allow printers to rely on
data fromink manufacturers.

Commenter |V-D-14 stated that Method 311 is likely to be
accept abl e and suggested the use of Anmerican Society for Testing
and Materials (ASTM D3432-80 for toluene diisocyanate, if
necessary. Commenter |V-D- 15 recomrended using SW 846 net hods
(specifically direct injection capillary gas chromat ography (GO
met hods) instead of Method 311. Comrenter |V-D 39 suggested the
use of ASTM E260-91. Commenter |V-D 36 recommended changi ng
Met hod 311 by nodifying the quality assurance/quality control
procedures to reflect the use of capillary colums, elimnating
matri x spikes, elimnating chain of custody procedures for on-
site anal yses, and allowi ng alternatives to dinethylfornmam de.
These changes were expected to save a | arge i nk manufacturer an
estimated $70 mllion per year. Comenter |V-D 66 conducted
Met hod 311 and found an 18 percent error wth a known standard of
butyl cellosolve and a 14 percent error with a known standard of
nmet hanol

Comrenter |V-D-6 manufactures 70-80 batches of ink per day
and estimtes a cost of $500 per sanple leading to a m ni mum
annual cost of $8.4 mllion. Comenter |1V-D- 17 estimated that a
medi um si zed printer would spend $750, 000 per year doing
Met hod 311 on 1000 fornulas. Commenter |V-D- 28 estimated annua
costs of $4.5 mllion annually for one plant and $216 million
annual |y conpany-wi de. Comenter |V-D-21 estinmated that a snal
i nk manufacturer would incur costs of $5 mllion to $10 nmillion
per year plus a $30,000 capital expenditure in conducting ink
anal yses. Comenter |V-D-33 estimated costs at $2 mllion to
$3 mllion if they nmust anal yze press ready inks which have been
diluted only wwth non-HAP materials. Commenter |V-D-51 estimated
ink analysis costs of up to $7.5 mllion per year for a typical
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printer. Commenter |V-D-52 stated that the failure to specify a
de mnims penalizes analysts with sensitive equi pnent.

Anal ytical costs for their ink conpany would be $21-%$77 mllion
for initial analysis.

Three commenters (I1V-D-6, IV-D-21, and I V-D-59) stated that
the requirenent to conduct Method 311 would interfere with their
typical short lead tine order/delivery schedul e.

Commenter |V-D- 15 suggested including provision for a
facility to concede that organic volatile material is 100 percent
HAP and avoid the need for an analysis. Comenter |V-D 38
recommended that redeterm nation not be required when solvents
are swtched, if a worst case cal cul ati on denonstrates no
i ncrease in HAP content.

Comrenter |V-D-39 recommended allowing State and | oca
agencies flexibility to determ ne the appropriate anal yti cal
met hods.

Response: The final regulation retains the use of
Met hod 311, as nodified and pronulgated with the final rule for
wood furniture coating. The Method allows the use of any
anal ytical system enpl oying GC provided that the prescribed
quality control, calibration, and nethod performance requirenents
are net. The Method has been revised to include a sinplified
calibration procedure. The Method has al so been revised to
permt the use of recording integrators as alternatives to strip
chart recorders, digital flow neters as an alternative to soap
filmmeters, and the use of solvents other than
di met hyl f ormam de. Revi sions made to Method 311 prior to the
promul gati on of Method 311 are consistent with the apparatus and
met hodol ogi es suggested by the commenters.

The final regulation also permts printers to rely on
formul ation data provided that it nmeets certain requirenents.
Formul ati on data provided by suppliers of inks and ot her
materials can be used if all organic HAP which is present at a
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| evel of 0.1 weight-percent or greater in any raw nmaterial used
inthe fornmulation is accounted for. |In the event of any

i nconsi stency between the EPA Method 311 test data and a
facility's formulation data, that is, if the EPA Method 311 test
value is higher, the Method 311 test data shall govern, unless
after consultation, an owner or operator denonstrates to the
satisfaction of the enforcenent authority that the fornul ation
data are correct.

It should be noted that, for nbst organic HAP, the de
mnims concentration for formul ation data used for conpliance
with the final rule is lower than the de mnims concentration
for MSDS. This lower de mnims is necessary because the
conpliance options for package and product rotogravure and w de-
web fl exographic printing include the use of materials which
contain |less than four weight-percent organic HAP. A de mnims
of one percent organic HAP m ght not be stringent enough to
ensure conpliance under sone materials averagi ng strategies, and
could result in less stringent requirenments for overall control
devi ce efficiency.

The final rule includes provisions by which owners or
operators nmay determne the volatile nmatter content of naterials
and use this value in lieu of the organic HAP content for al
conpliance purposes. Owners or operators choosing to conply in
this way woul d not be required to conduct Method 311
determ nati ons.

2.19 METHOD 24/ 24A

Comment: Nine coments were received (1V-D-6, |V-D 15,
|V-D-21, IV-D-28, IV-D-36, IV-D-51, IV-D-52, IV-D-53, and
| V-D-63) requesting that fornulation data be considered as an
alternative to Methods 24 and 24A. Commenter |V-D- 28 estimated
costs of $250 per sanple leading to $1.2 mllion for one plant
and $59 mllion conpany-wi de. Commenter |V-D-36 estinmated that
formul ati on data with random verification by 24/24A woul d save
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$250- $300 per sanple. Commenter |V-D-52 estimated costs of $3.5
to $7 million if they cannot use fornulation data instead of
Met hod 24/ 24A.

Response: The final rule provides that printers may rely on
the results of formulation data or Method 24/ 24A testing
conducted by suppliers of ink and other materials. The owner or
operator nust adjust these data as required to account for the
addition of dilution solvents at the printing facility. 1In the
event of any inconsistency between the EPA Method 24 or 24A test
data and a facility's fornulation data, the test data shal
govern, unless after consultation, an owner or operator
denonstrates to the satisfaction of the enforcenent authority
that the fornulation data are correct.

2.20 OXI DI ZER TERM NOLOGY

Comment: Four comenters (IV-D-1, 1V-D-36, |IV-D-53, and
| V-D-63) suggested using the term oxidizer instead of incinerator
to di stinguish vapor control devices fromsolid waste conbustors.

Response: The final rule has adopted the term oxidizer for
t hese control devices.

2.21 COVPLI ANCE DEMONSTRATI ON- GENERAL | SSUES

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-51 requested that 868.827(c)(2)(ii)
of the proposed rule be rewitten to include flexographic presses
whi ch were inadvertently omtted.

Four comrenters (IV-D-1, 1V-D-36, |1V-D-53, and |V-D63)
recommended allowi ng the use of existing test data in lieu of an
initial conpliance denonstration as conpliance tests are very
expensi ve and duplication of effort should be avoi ded.

Commenter |V-D-36 requested explicit |anguage that VOC contro
efficiency can be used in lieu of HAP control efficiency and that
exi sting VOC test data can be used for initial conpliance
denonstration. This provision could save $20, 000- $25, 000 per
test. Commenter |V-D-25 suggested applying VOC destruction test
data to the HAP/VOC ratio from MSDS to determ ne HAP em ssi ons.
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Commenter |V-D-84 also requested explicit |anguage that
overall HAP control efficiency is equal to overall VOC control
efficiency. Comenter |V-D-50 endorsed the assunption of HAP
control efficiency equivalent to VOC control efficiency as
determ ned by continuous em ssion nonitoring for thermal oxidizer
conpl i ance.

Three commenters (IV-D-15, IV-D-40 and |1 V-D-53) requested
clarifying 863.825(d) of the proposed rule to nmake it clear that
a source need denonstrate conpliance in only one of the three
possi bl e ways.

Commenter |V-D-54 requested clarification that only the
cal cul ations, recordkeeping, and reports applicable to the chosen
conpliance strategy are required.

Comrenter IV-D-4 stated that three hour periods for
averagi ng of operating paraneter data may nmake conpli ance
difficult. Comenter |V-D 81 reconmmended that not al
exceedances be considered violations and that sonme nunber of
exceedances per reporting period be allowed. Comenter |V-D 50
requests an allowance for nonthly variance (conparable to the UST
program in calculation of HAP/solids ratio for conpliance.

Commenter |V-D- 15 recommended requiring conpliance testing
under conditions reasonably expected rather than nmaxi mum
condi ti ons.

Commenter |V-D 36 suggested elimnating non-volatile, non-
emtted HAP such as MDI, TDI, and phthalates fromthe em ssion
rate cal cul ati on.

Commenter |V-D 36 suggested allowi ng material -by-materia
conpliance to achieve either | ow HAP or | owsolids status at
different tinmes on the sane station.

Commenter |V-D 38 requested additional conpliance provisions
for sources that do not operate control devices and suggested
that all references to total volatile nmatter should be changed to
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total organic volatile matter or volatile matter | ess water to
make the standards nore stringent.

Response: The final rule has been rewitten to include
wi de-web fl exographic presses along with product and packagi ng
rotogravure presses. Wde-web fl exographic presses were
i nadvertently excluded fromthis section of the proposed rule.
The proposal preanble nmade clear that w de-web fl exographic
printing is regulated identically to product and package
rotogravure printing. Provisions by which an owner or operator
may request a waiver of a required performance test are given in
863.7(h) of the General Provisions. It should be understood that
the initial performance test is used both to establish that the
capture systenicontrol device is capable of neeting the standard
and to establish the values of operating paraneters which nust be
nmonitored to ensure continuous conpliance with the standard.

Exi sting performance test data which does not clearly establish
operating paraneters for the capture systemand the control
device may not be suitable to establish conpliance under the

st andar d.

The performance test procedure in 863.827(d) provides for
determ nation of organic volatile matter control efficiency.
These data can be assuned to be equivalent to organic HAP control
ef ficiency under nost circunstances. Language has been added to
the final rule to clarify this.

The final rule has been revised to clarify that conpliance
need be denonstrated under only one conpliance option.

Cal cul ations, recordkeeping and reporting applicable to the
conpliance option chosen are required. As an exanpl e,

cal cul ations, recordkeeping and reporting to ensure control
devi ces are operating properly are not required of owners or
operators conplying wthout the use of control devices.
Simlarly, owners or operators conplying by nmeans of sol vent
recovery systens are not required to keep records and subm t
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reports applicable to oxidizers. Owers or operators controlling
em ssions through the use of solvent recovery systens and
conplying by neans of liquid-liquid material bal ances are not
required to conduct capture tests or nonitor capture paraneters.

The rul e requires continuous conpliance. The EPA considers
a three-hour averaging period sufficient to provide for transient
condi tions which mght occur during changes in press operations.
Longer averaging periods may all ow operation with mal functioning
or inproperly operated capture systens or control devices for
extended periods of tinme. Periods |onger than three hours m ght
not ensure continuous conpliance. Allow ng one or nore
exceedances per reporting period, or allowing a nonthly variance
may not ensure continuous conpliance with the standard. Owners
or operators concerned that three-hour paraneter averagi ng
periods are insufficient to avoid fal se indications of non-
conpliance may choose to install and operate continuous em ssion
monitors. Conpliance with the | ow HAP/solids or | ow
HAP/ mat eri al s standards nust be denonstrated each and every
month. All owance of a variance would not ensure conpliance each
and every nonth.

The General Provisions require performance test conditions
to be based on "representative performance,” that is, performance
based on normal operating conditions. The final rule is
consistent with the General Provisions. Omers or operators
wi shing to establish that part of the organic volatile materi al
is not emtted may request approval of an alternate test nethod
by the Adm nistrator.

The final rule includes conpliance options for product and
packagi ng rotogravure and w de-web fl exographic printing
facilities that allow the use of either |owsolids or |ow HAP
materials, or a conbination of materials, each of which is either
a lowsolids or lowHAP material. |In addition, an option has
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been included in which all owabl e HAP em ssions are cal cul ated
based on the anmounts of both types of materials.

Total volatile matter includes water. This definition
encour ages the substitution of water for organic HAP and al so
encour ages the substitution of non-HAP organics for organic HAP
Elimnating water fromthe definition of total volatile matter
woul d di scourage conversion to waterborne materi al s.

2.22 COVPLI ANCE DEMONSTRATI ON FOR CATALYTI C OXI DI ZERS

Comment: Nine commenters stated that outlet tenperature is
an i nappropriate nonitoring paraneter for catalytic oxidizers.
Comments IV-D-1 and I V-D-17 (sane individual) stated that testing
at maxi mum | oadi ng which would I ead to a high downstream
tenperature which would be inpossible to conply with under
ordinary conditions. Comenter |V-D-16 stated that nonitoring
inlet and outlet tenperatures does not indicate the activity of
the catal yst and nerely wastes natural gas. Commenter |V-D-16
recommended nonitoring one tenperature and requiring a quarterly
performance test by testing upstream and downstream VOC
concentrations as an alternative to upstream and downstream
tenperature neasurenents. Comenters |V-D-25, IV-D 36, |V-D 53,
and 1 V-D-63 stated that tenperature rise is not indicative of
performance for catalytic oxidizers. Comenter |V-D 49 suggested
monitoring inlet and outlet tenperature but only maintaining the
inlet tenperature. The outlet tenperature would be used to
establish catal yst activity. Comenter |V-D 51 suggested
monitoring only the exit tenperature with a requirenent for an
annual catal yst test.

Commenter |V-D- 81 suggested a 20 ppmexit concentration as
an alternative to the 95 percent overall control requirenent.

Response: The final rule requires the establishnent of
tenperature upstream of the catal yst as an operating paraneter to
ensure conpliance with the standard. The requirenent for
nmoni toring of downstreamtenperature was elimnated fromthe
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final rule because failure to maintain this paranmeter during
times of low volatile organic matter flowrate mght lead to
exceedances which incorrectly indicate a failure of the control
devi ce.

2.23 CAPTURE EFFI Cl ENCY DETERM NATI ON

Comment: Four commenters (IV-D-1, 1V-D-53, IV-D-54, and
| V-D-84) recommended all owi ng a test protocol approved by the EPA
inlieu of the procedure specified in 852.741.

Comrenter |V-D 84 suggested all owi ng denonstration of
capture efficiency by GC analysis every six mnutes at the
control device inlet and conparing integrated HAP capture to HAP
use averagi ng over every one-nonth period in lieu of a onetine
test. Analytical and flow rate data were provided as determ ned
at six-mnute intervals for a period of one nonth.

Response: The EPA has clarified the acceptabl e capture test
procedures. Section 63.828(e) of the final rule specifies that
the criteria for permanent total enclosures are to be confirned
in accordance with Procedure T in Appendix B to 852.741. In al
other situations capture efficiency my be determned in
accordance wth 852.741(a)(4)(iii)(B)

The final rule also allows the use of alternate capture
efficiency protocols and test nethods which satisfy the criteria
of either the Data Quality Objective or the Lower Confidence
Limt approaches as described in Appendix A of the final rule.

The Procedures T, L, G1, G2, F.1 and F.2 in 852.741 of
Part 52 were proposed in the Federal Register on August 2, 1995
(60 FR 39297) for addition to 40 CFR 51, Appendix M as
Met hod 204 through Method 204E. (See Docket ItemIV-1-3.)

Met hods 204 t hrough 204E correspond to Procedures T, L, G 1, G 2,
F.1, and F.2 respectively. There are sone differences between

the test nethods proposed on August 2, 1995 and the procedures in
8§52. 741 of Part 52. A new nethod, Method 204F, was al so incl uded
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in the August 2, 1995 proposal. The changes and the new net hod
are summari zed bel ow.
First, Section 1.4, Sanpling requirenents, of procedures L,

G1l G2, F.1, and F.2 contains a requirenent that the sanpling
time for each tenporary total enclosure (TTE) and buil di ng

encl osure (BE) test run should be at |east eight hours, unless

ot herwi se approved. This provision has been revised in the
proposed Met hods 204A t hrough 204E to specify that each TTE or BE
run shall cover at |east one conplete production cycle and nust
be at least three hours long. The sanpling time for each run
need not exceed eight hours, even if the production cycle has not
been conpleted. The maxinum allowable tinme for a test run is

24 hours. Alternative sanpling tinmes would be subject to EPA
approval .

Second, a new section on audit sanple procedures has been
added to the proposed Met hod 204A, VOC | nput.

Third, the directions for analysis audits have been expanded
(newy added for Method 204A) to include information on audit
sanple availability and reporting directions for audit results.

Next, Method 204, Criteria for and Verification of a
Per manent or Tenporary Total Enclosure, and Method 204E, VOC

Em ssions in Fugitive Streamfrom Building Enclosures, clarify

the acceptability criteria of a BE and clarify which openings in
a building constitute an exhaust point or a natural draft
openi ng.

Finally, a new nethod, Method 204F (called the distillation
approach), has been added for neasuring liquid VOC input, as an
alternative to Method 204A

Al t hough the Procedures L, G1, G2, F.1, and F.2 in 852.741
of Part 52; and the Methods 204A t hrough 204F proposed for
addition to 40 CFR 51, Appendix M were devel oped for TTE and BE
testing, the sane procedures and nethods can al so be used in an
alternative capture efficiency protocol. For exanple, a
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traditional |iquid/ gas nass bal ance capture efficiency protocol
coul d enpl oy Procedure L, proposed Method 204A or proposed Mt hod
204F to neasure liquid VOC i nput and Procedure G 1, or proposed
Met hod 204B to neasure captured VOC

Addi ti onal guidance on capture efficiency testing procedures
is available in the docunment "Cuidelines for Determ ning Capture
Efficiency” (Docket Itemll1-B-3). The proposed Methods 204 and
204A through 204F are discussed in this docunent.

In addition, other test nethods nay be used subject to
approval in accordance with the General Provisions, 863.7(f).
2.24 STARTUP/ SHUTDOMN | SSUES

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-1 recommended that data collected
during startup and shutdown be di sregarded in determ ning
conti nuous conpliance. Comenter |IV-D-36 stated that there are
no em ssions expected during startup or shutdown, therefore, only
mal functi ons shoul d be addressed and that recordkeepi ng should
only be required of planned shutdowns of control devices and
mal functi ons of control devices.

Response: The required startup, shutdown and mal function
pl an nust address procedures to be followed during startup,
shut down, and periods of malfunctioning capture or control
systens. In cases where the procedures foll owed are consi stent
with those given in the startup, shutdown, and nal function plan,
no reporting is necessary. The EPA does not agree that there are
no em ssions associated with periods of startup and shutdown. As
an exanple, there is a risk of residual organic HAP in ink
fountai ns and ductwork escaping directly to the atnosphere or
t hrough the control device during the periods when the control
device is being shut down.

Startup, shutdown, or nmal function of a press or presses need
not be considered as a startup, shutdown, or mal function of the
affected source if the capture system and control device
continues to function properly. The requirenments pertaining to

2-62



startup, shutdown, and mal function plans and reports do not apply
to affected sources which do not use control devices.
2.25 RECORDKEEPI NG

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-4 suggested that recordkeeping
requi renents should be reduced for flexographers so that the cost
of recordkeeping is not out of line with the actual benefits.

Commenter |V-D 25 recommended annual accounting rather than
12-month rolling averages as this wll afford greater flexibility
for seasonal variations. Comenter |V-D 25 expects that |oca
EPA officials will require all of the recordkeeping applicable to
maj or sources, even it the facility does not exceed the major
source threshol d.

Commenter |V-D-36 suggested clarifying that specific
recordkeepi ng requirenents are applicable to the control strategy
enpl oyed and all facilities are not required to do al
recordkeepi ng. Commenter |V-D-36 al so requested inclusion of a
provi sion for recordkeepi ng under a State-approved operating
permt which would elimnate the required materials inventory.
Comment er |V-D- 88 suggest ed del egati ng recordkeepi ng requirenent
approval to the permtting authority.

Two comments were received concerning record retention.
Commenter |V-D-39 recommended that records should be retained for
two years or until the next inspection, whichever is |onger.
Commenter |V-D- 79 recommended requiring records to be maintained
for five years or until six nonths after a conpliance audit or
i nspecti on.

Commenter |V-D 79 suggested that HAP usage recordkeeping
shoul d not be required until two years after pronul gation.

Commenter |V-D-81 suggested elimnating recordkeepi ng
requi renents for startup, shutdown, and mal function events except
when the plan was not foll owed and excess em ssions occurred as a
result. Commenter |V-D 81 recommended that if a source was
wi thin the defined operating range for a 24 hour period, than no
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records other than a notation of "no excursions" should be

requi red. Commenter |V-D-81 al so suggested all ow ng manua
recordkeeping and permtting readings to be nmade every four hours
for devices which normally operate at steady state.

Response: Recordkeeping requirenents for w de-web
fl exographic printing sources are equivalent to those for product
and packagi ng rotogravure sources or sources that operate both
types of equipnment. Wiile flexographic printing, in general,
uses | ess organic HAP than rotogravure printing, the organic HAP
emtted fromflexography are no | ess hazardous and no nore
difficult to account for than an equi val ent anount of organic HAP
em ssions fromrotogravure.

Sources taking advantage of the sinplified requirenents in
863.820(a) (2) or 863.821(b) nmust keep nonthly records to
establish eligibility for these provisions. Recordkeeping on an
annual basis mght permt violations to exist for as |long as
el even nont hs.

The States have the authority to require additional
recordkeeping if they believe it is necessary. The final
regul ati on prescribes the m ninmum recordkeepi ng requirenents that
t he EPA believes are necessary to ensure that sources are
conplying with the rule. |f recordkeeping requirenents to
satisfy State permts include all recordkeeping needed to conply
with the final rule, these records will be adequate. The fina
rule makes it clear that a source is responsible for only those
recordkeepi ng requirenments applicable to the conpliance option
sel ected by the source. Additional notes have been added to
Table 1, clarifying the applicable General Provisions.

Section 63.20(b) of the CGeneral Provisions requires
facilities to maintain all records, including all reports and
notifications, for at least five years. The requirenent that
records be retained for five years is based on the statute of
[imtations inposed on the EPA in the CAA and is consistent with
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the requirenment in other rules, such as the Operating Permts
Rul e--Part 70 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regul ations.

The final rule has been revised to elimnate the requirenent
for existing sources to provide HAP usage data for the 12 nonths
prior to the Initial Notification. This is not required by the
Ceneral Provisions. By initial notification, sources wll alert
the permtting authority that they are major sources, or that
they are using the provisions of the rule to establish area
source status. The information required by the Ceneral
Provisions is sufficient.

The General Provisions, 863.10(b)(v) requires that al
i nformati on necessary to denonstrate conpliance with the startup
shut down, and mal function plan be maintained. This information
may be recorded using a checklist, or sone other effective form
of recordkeeping, in order to mnimze the recordkeepi ng burden
for conform ng events.

Records of operating paraneter values (e.g., charts or
printouts) nust be maintained to denonstrate conpliance. The EPA
has determ ned that three hours is an appropriate averagi ng
period for operating paraneter averaging which will allow for
brief transients when equipnent is started up or shutdown.
Devices that normal |y operate at steady state may not operate at
steady state during periods of malfunction.

2.26 PRI NTI NG COATI NG | SSUES

Comment: Two comments were received with regard to smal
anounts of printing conducted on coating |ines.

Comrenter |V-D 16 requested exenptions for sources regul ated as
coil coaters and paper and other web coaters that do snal

anmounts of printing. They recommend exenpting printing
operations that do not exceed major source thresholds and present
a health risk of less than 1 X 10°¢. These operations woul d be
covered under the appropriate NESHAP when it is devel oped.
Commenter |V-D-61 requested exenption of facilities with snal
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anounts of printing conducted on coating |lines because the

dat abase on which the standard was devel oped did not include this
type of facility. Commenter |1V-D 61 recomended foll ow ng
California South Coast Air Quality Managenent Division ( SCAQVD)
Rul es 1128 and 1130.

Comrenter |V-D-80 recommended a specific exenption for paper
machi nes and off-1ine and stand-al one coaters. Comenter |V-D- 80
al so requested an exenption for hybrid lines that sonetines print
and sonetines coat, or alternately, an exenption for coating
operations conducted on hybrid |ines.

Comrenter |V-D-53 requested clarification of whether
printing conducted on coating lines is covered by the standard.
Commenters |1V-D-36 and | V-D-53 requested clarification of whether
flexo printing on a coating line is included.

Commenter |V-D-51 suggested that off-line coaters using a
common sol vent recovery system shoul d be covered at the
discretion of the facility and that in-line coaters that use
di ssimlar solvents should not be covered unless connected to a
common control systemw th printing stations.

Comrenter IV-D-4 stated that it is inappropriate to regul ate
in-line coating under the printing standard.

Response: The final standard permts the owner or operator
of a product and packagi ng rotogravure or w de-web
fl exographic printing affected source to choose to excl ude
ancillary printing equi pnment fromthe affected source. This
equi pnent is used primarily for coating, |am nating, or other
oper ati ons besi des product and packagi ng rotogravure and w de-web
fl exographic printing. Presses on which five weight-percent or
|l ess of the total material applied each nonth is applied by
rotogravure or w de-web fl exographic print stations would be
subject only to a sinplified recordkeeping requirenent. The EPA
believes it is appropriate to provide the owner or operator with
the option not to subject these presses to the HAP em ssion
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limtations for product and packagi ng and w de-web fl exographic
printing in 863.825 because the work being done on the
rotogravure and w de-web fl exographic print stations on these
presses is ancillary to the work being done on ot her work
stations (i.e., coating stations) on these presses. The EPAis
separately establishing MACT for other source categories, such as
t he paper and other web coating source category and the netal
coil coating source category, which may be nore appropriate for
this type of equipnent. Ancillary printing equipment, if
excluded fromthis standard, will be subject to the appropriate
source category standard when such a standard is issued. Coi
coaters, paper and other web coaters, and paper machi nes may use
this option and conply with the appropriate NESHAP for their
source category when pronul gat ed.

The EPA considers that exclusions based on health risk are
i nappropriate for a technol ogy based standard.

California SCAQVD Rul es 1128 and 1130 provide that coating
is exenpted fromother rules (e.g., printing rules). Inclusion
of a provision of this type in the final rule is not appropriate
because a MACT standard for coating has not yet been pronul gated.
Provi si ons have been added to the final rule to exenpt incidental
printing operations on coating equipnent fromall requirenments
except sinplified recordkeepi ng provisions.

The standard applies equally to product and packagi ng
rotogravure and w de-web fl exographic printing. Printing
conducted on coating lines is covered by the standard, although
many of these lines may be eligible for the exclusions described
above. Of-line and stand-al one coaters, on which rotogravure or
wi de-web fl exographic printing operations are not conducted, are
not covered by the standard (except in some circunstances when
this equipnent is eligible for inclusion at the owner or
operator's option). Coating operations conducted in-line with
rotogravure and w de-web fl exographic printing operations are
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covered by the standard because of the difficulty in
di stingui shing capture and control efficiencies applicable to
printing operations fromthose pertaining to coating operations.
These operations are covered to prevent situations where the sanme
equi pnent is subject to nore than one standard.
2.27 STANDARD FOR LI THO AND HEATSET PRI NTI NG

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-14 has experience that petrol eum
distillate oil used in litho and heatset inks nay contain up to
20 percent HAP and requests that these processes be regul at ed.

Response: Lithographic and letterpress inks are fornmnul ated
with petrol eum and vegetable oils which have a m ni num boi |l i ng
poi nt substantially higher than that of any of the organic HAP
present in petroleumoils (such as benzene, toluene, xylene,
et hyl benzene, or hexane), and thus contain little or no HAP. The
commenter's experience is not typical.
2.28 UNTS

Comment: Four comrenters requested changes to the way the
materials are accounted for wwth regard to the | ow HAP threshol d
Commenter |V-D- 14 stated that pounds HAP per gallon of materia
is preferable to kg HAP per kg solids because that is the way
that the printing industry buys and nmeasures ink. Also, weight
units (I b) are preferable to mass (kg) because correction for
gravitational constants are elimnated. Commenter |V-D 37
requested a standard in "grans per liter of material |ess water
and exenpt conpounds” to nake this consistent with State
standards and avoid the difficulty of conplying wwth two sets of
standards. Commenter |1V-D- 39 requested a standard in pounds per
gal lon of material, grans per liter of material and percent by
volune, in addition to kg HAP per kg solids and kg HAP per kg
mat eri al as proposed. Comenter |1V-D-79 requested mass/vol une
units instead of mass/mass units in expressing the | ow solids
st andar d.
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Commenter |V-D- 15 suggested elimnating units fromthe mass
rati os and replacing the constant coefficient in Equation 13 of
the proposed rule (for performance testing) with a generic
coefficient to adjust for different conbinations of units which
may be used.

Commenter |V-D-4 requested the use of English units as
printers are famliar with them

Response: The inclusion of standards based on nmass per
vol unme (pounds per gallon, grans per liter, etc.) units would
have the effect of discouraging the use of high solids ink
formul ati ons, and encouragi ng the use of additional dilution
solvents. The use of additional dilution solvents m ght increase
organi ¢ HAP usage and is likely to increase energy requirenents.

This standard imts em ssions of HAP. Existing State
standards defining "conpliant materials" in terns of mass per
vol unme or mass per volune | ess water control em ssions of VOC
which is a much broader category than organi c HAP

Mat erial conpositions specified in kg per kg are equival ent
to those specified in pound per pound. Sources may use either
set of units for material conpositions. The equation given for
control device efficiency testing is consistent with the
vari abl es as defined in 863.822. Sources conducting perfornmance
tests may use the appropriate conversion factors to calculate the
coefficient which is consistent with their test data.

2.29 GLYCOL ETHERS

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-36 and | V-D-63 requested explicit
definition of glycol ether HAP by CAS nunber rather than the
structural definition in the CAA

Response: The definition in the CAA provides explicit
gui dance as to whether or not a particular conpound is a HAP. In
theory, many chem cal conpounds could fit within this definition.
Only a limted nunber of these conmpounds are presently in use in
the printing industry, however, a relaxation of the standard
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resulting fromexplicit designation of these conpounds m ght
encourage a shift to other conpounds which are HAP as defined in
the CAA.  Propyl ene glycol ethers, butylene glycol ethers, and
pentyl ene glycol ethers are not HAP, because they do not fit the
description in 8112(b) of the CAA

2.30 SUWMARY TABLE I N REGULATI ON

Comment: Commrenter |1V-D-15 recomrended elimnating the
Summary Table (Table 1) or adding a disclainer that it is not
intended as a substitute for the rule, to avoid msinterpretation
of the abbreviated provisions.

Response: Table 1 of the proposed rule has been elim nated
fromthe final rule.

2.31 GENERAL PROVI SI ONS CROSS REFERENCE TABLE

Comment: Three commenters requested additional
clarifications to the General Provisions cross reference table.
Commenter |V-D- 15 recommended noting that not all provisions are
applicable to every affected source and incl udi ng notes exenpting
sources with Part 70 permts fromrequirenents in 863.5 for
Feder al approval.

Commenters 1V-D-36 and | V-D-53 requested clarifying notes in
additional table entries indicating that COV5 are not required.
Comrenter IV-D-53 requested elimnating startup and shutdown from
the startup, shutdown, nalfunction plan and just requiring a
mal functi on plan because em ssions are zero or negligible during
startup and shut down.

Response: The applicability of the General Provisions is
summarized in Table 1 of the final regulation. Additional
clarifying notes have been added to clarify that continuous
opacity nonitoring systens are not required. Explicit
requi renents for nonitoring, performance testing, reporting and
recor dkeepi ng which are applicable to particular conpliance
strategies are given in the regul ation.
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Sources with Part 70 permts nmust conply with 863.5 by
obtai ning the approval fromthe permtting authority. A startup,
shut down, and mal function plan is required of all sources
operating control devices. The EPA believes that there is a
potential for HAP em ssions during the startup and shutdown of
capture systens and control devi ces.

2.32 VALID TY OF COST ANALYSI S

Comment: Five comrents were received regarding the accuracy
of the cost analysis. Commenter |1V-D-16 stated that the cost
analysis is invalid because it did not include coil coaters that
do incidental printing. Commenter |V-D-36 stated that the costs
presented are underestimted because facilities with potential to
emt will have to conduct costly Method 311 anal yses to
denonstrate area source status. Comenter |V-D-51 stated that
costs have been underestimated due to failure to consider the
costs of enhanced nonitoring and the costs of accounting to
confirmarea source status. Commenter |V-D-53 stated that the
costs and the nunber of affected facilities have been
underesti mated. Conmenter |1V-D-40 stated that costs have been
underestimated by at |east an order of magnitude.

Response: Costs presented in the proposal preanble and BI D
were estimtes based on the best information available to the
EPA. The accuracy is |imted by uncertainty regardi ng the nunber
of facilities which will establish area source status in
accordance wth the mechanismprovided in the final rule or other
avai |l abl e nechani sns, as well as uncertainty regarding the
particul ar conpliance strategy which will be adopted by affected
sour ces.

The final rule includes a provision in 863.821(a)(2)(ii) by
whi ch coil coaters that conduct incidental printing operations
can be excluded fromthe affected source. Omers or operators of
such equi pnent are subject only to sinplified recordkeeping
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requirenents to establish that they neet the criteria for
excl usi on.

The final rule includes alternatives to Method 311 anal yses.
Facilities may establish area source status on the basis of
accurate fornul ation data obtained fromtheir materials
suppliers.

2.33 | NTERCHANGEABI LI TY OF | NK SYSTEMS

Comment: Two comments were received regarding the
i nterchangeability of solvent and waterborne inks.

Comrenter |IV-D-36 stated that solvent and waterborne inks nay be
i nt erchangeabl e on sone press stations. Comenter |V-D-50 stated
that much of the existing equipnment in many facilities is

i nconpati ble with waterborne materi al s.

Response: The extent of interchangeability of ink systens
vari es depending on printing technol ogy, equi pnent, and
substrate. In general, rotogravure cylinders for solvent based
and wat erborne applications are not interchangeable. Sone
presses | ack adequate drying capacity to operate wth waterborne
materi al s.

2.34 STATE AIR TOXI CS PROGRAMS

Comment: Two comments were received on the relationship
between State and Federal Air Toxics Programs. Commenter |V-D- 36
requested either elimnation of, or a noratoriumon, State Ar
Toxics Prograns to elimnate redundancy. Comrenter |V-D- 63
prefers State risk-based air toxics prograns and recomrended t he
EPA work with States to devel op conmbi ned non-duplicative
regul ati ons.

Response: Section 112(d)(7) of the CAA provides that MACT
standards shall not be interpreted to replace standards issued
under State authority.

2.35 ALTERNATE TEST METHODS

Comment: Commrenters |V-D-39 and |1 V-D- 54 requested that

approval for alternate test nethods be delegated to the States.
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Response: The specification of test procedure is an
i ntegral conmponent of the em ssion standard. Allowing States to
approve different test nethods m ght have the effect of
i npl ementi ng standards which are | ess stringent than the MACT
fl oor.

2.36 WORK PRACTI CE STANDARDS

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-39 and I V-D- 79 request inclusion
of work practice standards such as keeping ink and cl ean-up
mat eri al container |ids closed when not in use.

Response: The EPA does not have sufficient information to
include this requirenent. Individual permtting authorities may
require work practice standards as a condition in operating
permts where appropriate.

2.37 | NNOVATI VE TECHNOLOG ES

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-40 requested provisions for using
i nnovati ve technol ogi es such as biological treatnment and all ow ng
for delayed conpliance if the innovative technol ogi es do not
succeed.

Response: The standard allows three years for existing
sources to conply. Provisions for requesting an extension of
conpliance are given in the General Provisions, 863.7(1).

2.38 DUE PROCESS

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-61 stated that sources conducting
incidental printing operations will not have the opportunity to
comment on the proposal because they will not know that they are
covered, particularly since the regulatory text is not published.
Commenter |V-D-81 stated that the EPA nust print the proposed
regul ation and cites difficulty with conversion of bulletin board
versions of the regulation to Mcrosoft WORD or WordPerfect 6.1

Response: The preanble stated that "The proposed rule
addresses facilities which apply ink and other materials to any
substrate, except fabric, using rotogravure or w de-web

2-73



fl exographic nethods." This definition enconpasses al
facilities affected by the regulation.

The proposed regul atory text was available for public
i nspection and copying in the Air and Radi ati on Docket at the
time of proposal. |In addition, printed copies were avail abl e by
witten or tel ephone request to the Air and Radi ati on Docket.
The EPA considers that the 75-day period allowed for public
comments included sufficient time for conmenters who were unabl e
to make use of the electronic version of the regulatory text to
obtain a printed copy.

2.39 EXEMPTI ON FOR NEWY LI STED HAP

Comment: Commenter |V-D-80 stated that the rul e should not
apply to new solvents added to the HAP list after proposal of the
st andar d.

Response: The EPA believes that the standards in
8863. 824-825 apply to those organic HAP |isted pursuant to
8112(b) of the CAA as of the date of proposal (and not
subsequently deleted). The suitability of the available capture
and control technol ogi es considered in determ ning MACT woul d be
eval uated before extending the standard to newly |isted HAP
2.40 FEASIBILITY OF MATERI ALS SUBSTI TUTI ON

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-4 stated that glycols on the HAP
list can be easily replaced wth non-HAP materi al s.

Response: The ease of replacenent of glycols and gl ycol
ethers on the HAP list is expected to vary depending on the
printing technol ogy, substrate, and performance requirenments of
the printed material. The final regulation provides a
significant incentive to encourage pollution prevention through
replacenent of HAP with non-HAP materi al s.
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